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Aroong the recommendat1ons ma.de by the ATSDR was that additional testing 
be conducted on edible µort1ons of wood oucks and other waterfowl spec1es 
that may resid~ in the area of conce rn as well as determin1ng the extent 

.,.,-... ~ !·~ · , . of contamination 1n the local wooa ducks, other wat~rfowl species and .. :· .- •.. .. . ··:.:·· .. - .. oh. 

';~~~ .. ~~.·. -. . other game animals that may be consumed by humans. ATSDR also recominende<r·,.;;: :· ·". ·"":· . 
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· · they ·feel ihat 1t is appropr_iate to sample 111 other"' waterfowl during tfl.eL .. ~,/.:> : ;· ;i;,. 
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· .:. ... ~i • these species prior to the opening of hunting season 1n 1987 • ATSOR also .. ?;~~.,_j/·:· · .... ~::·.-. ":· ,: 
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Bas~d on m~ conversations witn ATSOR, 1 belfeve that approx1mately 30 ~ 
ducks (90 total samµles) would be an appropriate sample size. Approximately 1 
5 of these should be controls from the \.lh1te River Natural tlildlife Refuge i 
{or v1c1n1ty) and the remafnder should be from the Bayou Heto area at 
points approximately 10 and 30 miles downstream from the confluence of 
Rocky Branch Creek and Bayou Heto. These loca~lons w1ll relate approxi~ately 
to locdtions of wood duck samples taken in June and July 1985. 
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'lJNITE'O STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PR0fE CT ION AGENCY 
AEGION6 -, 

1445 ROSS AVENUE. surrE 1200 

DALLAS. TEXAS 75202-2733 

MAY 2 9 1990 

Mr. Edwin K. Gray 
Chief, Emergency Response and Consultation Branch 
DHAC/ATSDR 
Executive Park 
1600 Clifton Road, N.E. - Mail Stop E 32 
Atlanta, Georgia 30333 , 

Dear Mr. Gray: 
' • 

This letter is a follow-up to our May 3, 1990, meeting in Atlanta with your 
staff regarding the :Ve.r..taa:f· Jacksonvi 11 e Landfi 11 and Rogers Road Landfi 11 
Superfund sites, all located in Jacksonvil le, Arkansas. During thi s meet
ing, we discussed the remedial plans for these Superfund sites and we 
appreciate the input from your staff. Based upon the favorable reception 
our proposed remedies received from yqur staff, we presume that the follow
ing cleanup strategies for these sites are considered protective of human 
health hy the· Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry {ATSOR). If 
you di sagree, please let us know before June 8, 1990. 

VERTAC SITE 

We propose to remediate the Vertac offsite areas as follows: 

Sewer Lines and Manholes: 

Approximately 10,350 feet of active interceptor. 4350 feet of ahandoned 
{since 1978) interceptor and several manholes contain 2,3,7,8 tetra
chlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) contaminated sediments . These lines are 
buri~d 5 to 15 feet deep and follow Rocky Branch Creek in ari. undeveloped 
residentially-zoned area . Sampl ing conducted in 1984 showed that 
Z,3,7,8 TCDD contaminati'on in abandoned and active interceptor sediments 
were as high as 70.5 ppb and greater than 200 ppb, respectively. The 
proposed remedy cal ls for removing the sedi-ments f rom the. active interceptor 
and manholes hy hydraulic flushing,, followed by remote TV camera inspection 
to assure that all sediments have heen reinoved. Sediments would be 
dewatered and incinerated. A pipe liner would be installed in the active 
interceptor to improve structural stability and to avoid possible recon
tamination by i nflow. The abandoned interceptor would be filled wi th grout 
to 'immopili.ze any contami nated sediments and to prevent flow into and out of 
the line. 



F°?J:; Cl('" TJV J 

- 2 -

Abandoned Trickling Filter Plant: 

The trickling filter plant consists of two primary c1arifiers, two 
trickling filters, two secondary c1arifiers, an anaerohic sludge digester 
and sludge drying heds. The plant is located in an area zoned for 
industrial uses. 2,3,7,8 TCDD concentrations i n the primary clarifier, 
sludge drying beds and sludge digester are 1.6 ppb, 2.3 ppb, and 12.4 ppb, 
respectively. No data are availab1e for the trickling filters or the 
secondary clarifiers. However, since the primary clarifiers contain only 
1. 6 ppb, EPA is. confident that the trickling filters anp secondary cl ari
f i ers contain less than 1.6 pph. The proposed remedy calls for treating 
the accumulated water in these units in activated carbon columns prior to 
discharge and incinerating the spent carbon and filter spools. The 
digester sludge (approximately 900 cubic yards) will also be incinerated. 
All the units in the trickling filter plant (such as clarifiers, digester, 
etc.) would then be demolished and the debris covered with a foot of clean 
soil. The sludge drying heds (approximately 0.5 acres) would also be 
covered with a foot of clean soil. This ahandoned trickling filter plant 
will continue to be fenced and access restricted. 

Active West Wastewater Treatment Plant: 

This plant consi sts of a 3-acre aeration basin and two 22-acre oxidation 
ponds.~ The majority of the plant lies in an industrial area, h~t the 
westernmost portion of the oxidation ponds lie in a residentially zoned 
area. Measured 2,3,7,8 TCDD concentrations in the sediments of the aeration 
basin, the north oxidati on pond and the south oxidation pond (the f inal 
treatment unit) are 2.8 pph, 0.97 ppb, and less than 0.3 ppb, respecti vely, 
The proposed remedy calls for dewatering the aeration basin, treating the 
water with activated carbon prior to discharge, demolishing the dikes of the 
aeration basin and covering the basin w;th a foot of c]ean soil, The 
oxidation ponds would likely he used for storage and release of effluent 
from the Vertac leachate collection and treatment (activated carbon) system. 
This wastewater treatment plant will continue to be fenced and access 
restrict.ed. · 

Rocky Branch Creek and Bayou Meta Flood Plain: 

Soil containing greater than 1 pph TCDD from residential yards has already 
been excavated and .stored on site. The disposition of this soil will be 
addressed in the on·going on site remedial investigation/feasibility study. 

'S9il in the undeveloped residentially-zoned floodplain above the confluence 
of the east and west legs of Rocky Branch Creek contain up to 8 ppb 2,3,7,B 
TCOD, with the majority of soil containing less tha~ 5 pph. In the B~you Meto 
flood plain, fine grid sampling conducted in 1988 at areas where earlier · 
(1984) $ampling had shown 2,3,7,8 TCDD above 1 ppb showed 2,3,7>8 TCQD to be 
les s than 0.3 ppb. The proposed remedy calls for excavating floodplain soil 
that contains greater than 1 ppb TCDD in undeveloped residentially-zoned areas 
and hauling it hack to the Vertac site for ultimate disposal. Since the fine 
grid sampling i.ndicates that the Bayou Meto floodplains contain less than 
1 ppb 2,3,7,8 TCOO, these soils will remain in-place. 
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Rocky Branch Creek and Bayou Meta Sediments: 

The 1987 and 1988 sediment sampling in Rocky Branch (7 locations) and Bayou 
Meta {11 locations) show 2,3,7,8 TCDD concentrations to be as high as 2.3 ppb. 
in the Creek, and as high as 1.03 ppb, in the Bayou. Through numerous dis
cussions hetween EPA Region 6 staff and your staff, it has been agreed that 
these sediment concentrations do not pose a significant threat to human 
health. Therefore, the .proposed remedy calls for these sediments to remain 
in place. However, a fishing ban will be maintained as long as fish tissue 
dioxin concentrations are above the Food and Drug Administration alert level. 

JACKSONVILLE AND ROGERS ROAD LANDFILLS 

These two inactive waste dumps contain approx1mately 5000 cuhic yards of 
waste with concentrations of 2,3,7,8 TCDO less than 200 ppb. Both belong to 
the City of Jacksonville and are fenced. The cleanup objective we proposed 
for these sites is to excavate all material with dioxin concentrations above 
10 pph for treatment (dioxins ta he destroyed to levels below 1 pph). In 
addition, residual contamination exceeding 1 ppb will be capped by a foot 
or more of clean fill. The fence will be maintained by the City. and deeds 
will be noticed that the sites are considered unacceptable by EPA for resi
dential use. ATSDR and CDC staff indicated agreement with these cleanup 
objectives. In addition. the 200 ppb existing concentrations were not deemed 
an imminent threat to hea 1th as 1 ong as the fence was int.act . 

If you have any questions or concerns on the proposed remedies at these 
Superfund sites, please write to me at the above address or tel~phone me at 
(214) 655-6725 (FTS 255-6725). 

Sam Becker 
Chief, Superfund Enforcement Branch (6H-E) 

cc: ~ Hickam, ATSDR. Dallas 
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t~~ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

"-.,., -o~'r..'~ REGION VI 
1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 

DALLAS, TEXAS 75202 

DRAFT MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

TO: Addressees 

Recent sampling data indicate that s e diments in and along the 
West Leg of Rocky Branch Creek near the Vertac NPL site are 
contaminated with 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (dioxin) . 
This memorandum is intended to assist in the determination of 
appropriate dioxin levels of concern for these sediments. 

1 
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(Kimbrough, personal communication). It is therefore critical 
that these particular assumptions be evaluated in the context of 
site-specific/more recent information. 

~r:r.~~~.!£iSl.~J;y •. .,.~q.o_?J.t~P!=::--;:,.~.~~~!:j.2.v . c~!l 1?-~.~-!".~,9:.§,.9DE.Bb.~.--fcg:.."'~~~~-.i..d~pJ:~~.1 
· "l?9..9ky,gx.:g~!..--~~p_:u .. ~~lr~s.n:.:-.:~k9;9!~,~~R~~~~~·g~_K9J·:i..y~,_ .. , .. ~£.9~p$.i,J:>l.~ ... -,.:t..a .. ""<;Y .. Q£,n_g., 
.Y,.n.~~p~nr-is.e.d ..... :<~hJ.J....<!;-.~l}..~ In contrast, the affected Rocky Branch 
Creek sediments are not as readily accessible, and may be 
essentially inaccessible to very young children . In addition, the 
assurnption,,...~LJ,Q,..~g.r:~l!l~,{~9':v;-.:?9;j.J.._Jn..g~,e~iJ~~-. ..P..~-~~,..s.~.nc'""'~""P,.~.s~~...,_~~~~~,? 
a S OVer 1 .. _;cpns""'"erv a tiv'e ;-1::!.i..,_,ram/da' ' ·-Tfs"" hHw'''"i)"i""ewecr~a~f'-'a""'1treaSOflaO re 
·wbrii7t~f-ci~it•;,~:-a'7S1;un\pti'on ... :f'<;r::'l:.:ss1~r~Ingegt-F6R~~fif~t!y-6&n:?f'·1::1rird":?en7'CJ:n 
Other words, both of the critical assumptions supporting 1 ppb as 
a level of concern appear overly conservative for application to 
site- specific exposure scenarios ~D.~.£>J.Y~.1.1,..9_~ ~ocky Branch Creek 
sediments. .,,.,.,..,,,.._.._ ... , .. _=::....~""tt:.; ::::..s··~i~""~..:.·:'..~·,,~...::.z;.:-;:o 

·C::~-:?.;G"£;'i~' ~;;::-<:.c; 

Another pertinent assumption in Kimbrough et al. (1984) involves 
the distribution of dioxin in the contaminated areas. More 
specif i_ca 11 y , tg.:.~~;,bmPJ?_b.~9'~.fil.~9-122!jSJl~~~~"'-~~~~ .... ~~-~~ ~h-~ 

,;~~~_._tt,~p,t,?;~~~~~~~.:.~..;:;~~~-t-..~~~~~~%i?-~tJ~.~~1~~fil.~~~~~g=:~~ 
. .R~~~·_,.,,,.J:.~YJ~{.s (i . e., uniform d1st::r1out 1on of 1 ppb a1ox1n 
-~hrough~ut the area of potential so~l contact) . -~~i~a~.t,e 

.!.;E,~.9-3J~l~tf-:+2Dti!.2.~£E·l~~,,.~F.~Qc~:.~-}~.~~~r:~!.-:-<J,~£:N·k~.:.:::!?8·t"'!',~gggt~~~ 
~·~~~~91:~x~~R.J;~\$l:l~~-:!.:e~~WUJ?t.1.~E:.~~R,;;J:file::.!!l.~S.~1!~~ -n:R,e2~·.f~~~~p 
~qqpt~m.l:I:l.~J:+9n,, .. ,app.~a~~ .... ?':~07'.:'.l5.~ •. ,.,,J.n.terspersed, which shoula less-en 
~cil6-xin'"·exp0suures'"'ancf correspona'i'~g risks. ~~~~~?~"=." ., ·~::r::..~-::--.u 
r;;.~~t :'.f;~:,~~~..._x.:·:·-:;;..; .:1·~~·::1-;~~~~~1~4~~~~"=1'74~~~~:~~:~-::.~~~i::~~ .. ·-;• 

TMS Analytical Services provided dioxin estimates for eleven 
(composite} creek sediment samples on 9/29/88. Dioxin 
concentrations in these eleven samples reportedly ranged from 
~P.-·:&·?.~?- ·. 31Q.,...p,.pb; concentrations in e'ight of the eleven samples were 
~etwee.:11n""L1i_o...:;_~ .... Q.O PM· Based on evaluation of the supporting 

QA/QC dat~th~~tytical precision for each sample appears to 
be within approximately +10%, This means it is unlikely that any 
of these concentrations could have been underestimated by 
significantly more than 0 . 1 to 0.2 ppb. The sediment 
concentrations may therefore be reasonably assumed to range from 

.~l-~!>~ .. G> 

The recommendation of 1 ppb as a level of concern was qualified 
wit~, . ",~2~·".·•J\~EEPRJJc,tj:e __ ~~~,.~~~rn~~l:th~~h-.J&.~~~.!;.~~~~ 

fi~~~:t:~f~t-:ifJ~1r~~tfnrtn\~~~~~~(fiii1~kJ~~~~~~~~f-:~ 
19a4f . Given the-~.-gns~r~W't:'"fV~rslfmi5tfBns underlying the- I ppb 
level of concern, evaluation of these assumptions in the context 
of site-specific expos ure scenarios applicable to Rocky Branch 
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ARKANSAS REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH MONITORING SYSTEM 

1~80-1982 FETAL LOSS RATES BY CITY 

City Cases LBirths Rate Chi Sq 

DES ARC 7 142. (l(I 4.7(1 . 90 
DE VALLS BLUFF C" 

.J 64.(10 7 . 25 • (14 

FREDONIA (1. (10 

HAZEN 7 116. 00 5 . 69 • 1 e 
ULM 12.00 
HIC~~ORY PLAINS 2 6.0<) 25 .00 4 . 36 * 
BISCOE 3 51. ()(I 5 . 56 • 1 (J 

THURMANN 1 • (>(I 

UNl<NOWN 1 • (1(1 

24 393. (11) 

CAMMACI< VILLAGE I). (1(1 

JACl<SONVILL~ 187 2 62(1. (1(1 6.66 • (II) 

LITTLE ROCI< 564 1(1401 • 00 5 . 14 48 . 94 

NORTH LITTLE ROCK 2 86 4414.00 6. (19 2 . 5(> 

SHERWOOD 27 419. (>(I 6 . 05 ... ,r: 
--..J 

SOUTHWEST LITTLE ROC ( 1. (l(l 

COLLEGE STATION 6 72. (1(1 7 , 69 . 14 

ROLAND 4 96. 0(> 4. (1(1 1 . 1 2 
SWEET HOME 4 'Jc). 0(1 5 .41 • 18 

HENSLEY -.:.• 1 36 . 0(l 2 . 16 •l. 5 1 

WRIGHTSVILLE l 2 6. (l(l 3 . 7(1 - ·~} / 

WOODSON 1 29.0(l 3 . 3::. -=- -• ...J ·..:· 

MABELVHLE ...... -~ ~ 442. 1.)(1 4.95 2 . -16 

MAUMELLE 3 116 . 1)(1 
.., C..-'1 .... ._,~ 3 .26 

FERNDALE 
..., 14 . 00 1 ~. 5<) . 8'·( .L 

GENEVA 2 4 . (II) 33 . 33 6 . 9(1 ~t 

GRAVEL RIDGE ·.3 . (I(> 

MORGAN l. (1(1 

UNKNOWN 71. (l(l 

l 1 l:.;. 18934. (11) 

44 



creek sediments, and the proposal to reduce the EPA dioxin cancer 
potency . estimate by sixteen-fold,, ~~::~~..P.££.~b.t~}~~RB£:~1:k. 

.J:.s"l~l::ls·~J.:..!b""'l=~Sc::ky~~<:Pf}:;~,E~-;i~..-.~~~~d2.':;"".ll~k2~~~~.9 .. ~d>~~ 
,~q,~'7P,,t~2B:f~---.4~.q,~~P~~A~.~ Aoheren7e to the 1 ppb a7t~on level 
"in tllis casewotrfa therefore be a risk management decision based 
on considerations other than protectiveness of human health. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
.REGIONS . 

December 1, 1995 

Mr .• Masoud Arjmandi 

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 
DALLAS. TX 75202-2733 

Arkansas Department of 
Pollution Control and Ecology 
8001 Na.tional Drive 
P.O. Box 8913 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72219-8913 · 

Subject: Request for Comments on the Vertac Superfund Site, 
Operable Unit ROD 

Dear Mr. Arjmandi: 

Please find enclosed the· Draft Operable Unit 2 Record of 
Decision for the Vertac Superfund Site. We would appreciate 
ADPC&E' s review and comments on the draft ROD as quickly a·s 
possible. EPA would like to finalize the ROD and hold. an open 
house in Jacksonville to discuss the Remedy by December 20th. · 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 6 

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 
DALLAS, TX 75202-2733 

DEC t 9 t~ 

Mr. George Pettigrew 
Agency for Toxic Substances and 

Disease Registry 
1445 Ross Ave. 
Dallas, Te~as 75202 

Dear Mr. Pettigrew: 

The U.S. Environmental ·Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6 is 
requesting that the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry review EPA's draft Record of Decision (ROD) f or Operable 
Unit 2 Media (Soils} at the Vertac Su erfund Site, Jacksonville, 
Arkansas ("site"). 

In July of this year, your Atlanta office provided comments 
on EPA's proposed plan for the OU2 media, and emphasized that a 
s ppb not-to-exceed action level for dioxin would be protective 
of human health for a commercial/industrial re-use scenari o for 
the site. Since that time, EPA has made several changes to the 
draft ROD, specifically i n regard to the future land use scenario 
for the southern 100 acres of t he site. Access to the s outhern 
100 acres of the site will now be restricted to on-site workers 
which will be r equired to follow an approved health and safety 
plan during their daily site activities, and as such, dioxin 
contaminated soils that were origionally pr oposed to be 
landfilled will now be capped i n place. We request that you 
evaluate whether capping dioxin contaminated soils between 5 ppb 
and i,ooo ppb, under the new restricted access land use scenario, 
would be protective of human health. 

Please find enclosed a copy of the draft ROD for OU2 and a 
copy of EPA's risk assessment for on-site soils. If you need any 
additional information, you may contact Rick Ehrhart of my staff 
at (214) 665-6765. 

Enclosures (2) 

cc: Massoud Arjrnandi, ADPC&E 

Sincerely yours, 

/J?~ 
'AR/OK/TX Branch 
Superfund Division 

Rocyclocl/~~cyclable • Ptintsd with Vegetable 0:1 Ba.sod Inks on f00% R«yclod Paper (40% Postconsumer) 
.. . ..,.j. .. . ' 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
REGION I . 

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DXVISYON 
60 westview ·street, Lexington, Massach~setts 

AGENCY 

OZ173•3185 

DATE: July 19 1 1995 

SUDJ~ Request for · Written Health ·cons\.lltation 
Former Three-C Electriq?t) company Site . 

FROM: Dean Tagliaf~rro, on-Sc~ne Coordlnator~~fc 
Emergen~y Planning and ~esponse Branch 

TO: Louis£House, Regional Representative 
ATS DR 

'!'his melno is to request -ATSDR to provide a written he4l th 
consultation as whether.or the levels of peas present i~ surface 
soils . at the Former Thre~C F.lcctrical company Site represent . a · 
health threat. 

Physica1 L¢cation and Site characteristics 

The Site co~si~t? of two prope:r::t·ies, 2·80 Pleasant Street and an 
adjacent 8,235 square foot portion of 320 Pleasant Street;· both 
of which are located on Pleasant street in a mixed commercial/ 
residential area of Ashland, Massachus~tts. 

Tl)e Site is bordered to the nortll by Pleasant Stro.0t, across from 
which are residential properties; to · the south by Conrail 
railroad tracks; to the west ·by the Framingham Excavation Company 
an~ a private residence; and to the east by a vaca nt lot~ The 
Sudbury River is approxilnate.l:y 500 feet to the north of the Sjte, 
and the Nyanza Superfund Site is directly south beyond the 

· railroad tracks. 

The 280 Pleasant Street portion of tho site .encc::impasse.s 
approximately 1,8 acres and cont<:1ins C1 two- stor.y brick building 
w:i th a one story .attached storage. annex.. The lot is relatively 
flat artd contains a _paved parking .area, a ~enced-in playground 
area, and an a partially fenced dirt/gravel covered area. · The 
Site extends ~est of the fenced-in playground and dirt/gravel 
area of 280 Pleasant Stteet and include~ an approximately 8,235 
squar.e foot lot owned by Framingham Excavation. ·There are 
storaga 'trailer.o, construction equipment and miscellaneous debris 
staged on. the portion of the Site mmed by Framingh·am Excavation. 

Site History 

In 1976, the Three-C Realty Trust purc::h.ased the Site property 
from Genera~ Electricr I n 19RO, Jeffrey ~nd Robert Ha~s 
purchased the property.· from Thr.ec~-c Realty 'l'l:'Ust. The 'l'hree...,.c 
Electrical Company ("Thrcc-C") remained as a tenant on the 
property until 1982. In 1984, Latter Rain Christian · Fellowship 
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rented space from the Hass brothers and in October 199J., Lattdr 
Rain bought the property at auction during forecl osure 
proceedings against Hass. The Hass brothers operated a genera-l. 
contracting busiriess at the Site. 

In. 1992, Latter Rain sold a portion of the property covering 
approximately 8,235 square feet to Framingham· Excavation. Latter 
Rain is the current owner and on ly occupant of the portion of· the 
Site located at 280 Pleasant street. Latter Rain currently 
operates a non-denominational church, school and day oare center 
at the site. Framingham Excav·ation is the currept owner .of the 
remainder of the Site and operates a c·onstruction company at this 
property. 

Thre~-c specialized :i.n Uie repair, maintenance?- and installation 
of high voltage equipmeDt· These operations were performed a·t 
Thr~e-C' s customers' locations. A~ part of their operations at 
280 Pleasant Street, Three-c stored liquid ~aste which contained 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB} o)]. 

In l982, Three- c moved their operations from 280 Pleasant str.eet 
to 190 Pleasant Street. In 1983, a former 'l'hree-c employee 
alicged that in 1991 , Pc~~coptaminated oil was spilled at the 2s.o 
Pleasant Street location. The Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Prou~ction (DEP) investigated the complaint ~nd 
collected a sa~ple from a stained nrca. _The sample indicated the 
presence of PCBs at a concentration greater than 50 parts per 
mil..lion (ppm) . .. The Massachusetts DEP djrccted Thr.ee - C to cleanup 
up the sp'ill. Three-c denied . involvemen~ of the spill, however, 
Thr.ee-C agreed to fi.nance the cleilnup (Three-C and Hass split the 
cost of this action). Three-c rc~moved ctpproximately l ;25= tons of 
s~il and. disposed of th~ soil at a licensed disposal facility. 
Following thG soi l removal, the -Massachusetts ' DEP collected one 
soil sample which contained 7.8 ppm PCBs. In 1985, thG 
Massachusetts DEP cohcluded that the PCB-contarnihated soil was 
removed and the ~mount of PCils rem~ining were below· hazardous 
levels. 

sampling .Events 

EPA has conducted three s.epuratc s ampling evQ·nts at the Site. 

The first sampling event was performed by CDM in Augul:?t: of 1994. 
All samples ware collected at a ·depth of zero to one foot. 
Attached are the results ~or PCB analysis and a Rite sketch. 
Please note that the area with the highest levels of PCBs is the 
playground for ·the children in the day care center. 

The second sampling event was 'performed in January, 1995 . 
Sam~.les · were collected from approximately zero to ~:me foot in 
depth:! Attached arc the re£u)ts fcfr PCB analys·is and site 



H l ~UK ID: 1UL 19'95 12:26 No.006 P.03 

-·sketches. Please note th21t the area with the hignes t levels of · 
PCBs is the playground for th~ children i n the day caro center. 

The third sampling event wns performed in May and Juno 1995 and 
included collecting samples form 7.ero to one foot in depth, one 
to two feet in dapth a nd two to three feet i n depth. Attached 
are the r esults for PCB a nalysis and site sketches. 

Please raspond by July -2 1, 19'§ i f possible. 

If you have any questions, please call me at (617 ) 860-4625. 

Attachments 

---~ .. 



ATS DR ID: IUL l ::l :;,..J J. L • LV ,, ..., • ...,... _ _ • .. - • 

PCB .results from samples collectd in August 1994 

Location 
SS- 02 
SS- 03 
S5- 04 
SS-05 
SS - 06 
SS- 07 
SS - 08 
SS- 09 
ss-10 
SS-11 

4 

Concentration 
J.l ppm 
4 . 9 ppm 

29.0 ppm 
130.0 ppm 

45 . 0 ppm 
28 . 0 ppm 
19.0 ppm 
1.4 ppm 
4.9 ppm 
2.0 ppm 
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TABLE 1 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls Screening Summary 

. Region I Technical Assitance Team 
.. 

Tbrce-C Electrical ·site Investigation 
Ashland. MA 

S January 199S 

Soil Scrc~ning Result! (ppxn) 

001 0.3J 0.6 
6.0U 6.0 · 

003 9.0 6.0 
30· .... ----··-··------'-----! 

·:: . : . . :::, .... : 004 ---
· ........ . - . ............. .. . . 41.0·: . . 

oos .· .. 8.0 6.0 i------------1- ----"-----------·-----·--1 . . · .. 006 · . . .. . 23.o·· .. · · · · .. · .-. .is ·, 
007 9.0 6.0 1-----------. .. 
. 008 13.0 . . 6.0· .. 

1-------------------~-----+------~----~ 
_____ 009 _____ ·······--·- -·-···-----6.o __ u___ ···-·· 6.o 
: · ~·:· ' .:·:··.:.:. ·: .. :-:-"010· •. :.-· ._. --""""'----....---· -. ~ · :...~:~!!..·· .. · .~. :·.:-: ·. ,· ~: :::-.-:. ·>":":;.::· .. 6.0'"'.- ·. 

011 6.0U 6.0 
012 24.0 : . . . . . :.:· .... : . 18·; 

013 160 . 120 
014 ". l80J1. ":·:.:~:~ -:J::·:.~::. ;_. 60 ~. :· .;": .. 

1------0-15 ·- ------- 11.0-~ 6.0 1------······"-'------+-----..:;.;;;.;. _ ___ __,.__ _ ______ ___ _, 
1-------'0 __ 1~~·------4-------~:Q.~L ___ __,,__·_·· -_·= _· ·_· ·_ ·_ . _6_.o_·: ·-' ... _·--~ 

6.0 017 6.0.U 
01a ..... ·~--··-- ·•···· ··· ·····~---6.o u ··:--......... 6.o 

019 6.0U 6.0 
1--------------+-------'--------'-------~--------1 020 -------~~~-2~,.g~---+-------6~.o~·------4 

021 6.0U ........ 6.0 ________ _, 

Instrument! Thermo Elc~ln>n Mutlcl 621A ~ortablc Gas Chromatograpll/Eleetron Ca pture Detector. 

KEY 
U - The material wasanaly/.cd for hul not dct~tcd. . 

1 - Data have tiecn geoerated using a field screening method. Analyt.c.!! a~ tentatively identified 
and concentrations arc c~male1: due to Quality Contro~-~!i.t...;.c...;..ri.;;:..a. _____ _,_ ___ .....,._. 

PCBSUM.WKt rr:\Ql 9S0101) 
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Table 1 

DRAFT Three C Electdcal Site 
Asbland, Massachusetts 

GC/ECD Screening Results 

:;· .·: .. :· ·.::i~ --~)i?~~1~:·~:~~i-~~f ~AffQfJ!Jf.E~~~ j~}~~~~?.;~~~C~s~~tzj¥;§:~ 
-STATION.·: ......... n~mh::-::x : ~.:::~~h.~~.r:~2-~o ... ·-.. ·:·~"·~~·~9~1.wl-q!j~!l;?:!.-~~:···· 

J\ + 00 o·- 1t• - ...... . •• osu •.!~fu.ul ~ .!$_' ---

A+ 15 (,"- 12· 0.25U Ref us.'\ at 18" ··--·· .. -----
A+ I;'\ Jr- is· 0.2~U Itcfus~J at 18" 

A+30 0"-11." 1---=-=--"-"---1----"-----------0._s~... . Rc!u•nl ul 12: . 
A+45 o•· 121 05• l(ef1m1l 111 12• 

1------1----------
~-G_O_ ·-· 9~:.12· _o_.s_u _ _ --l-___ R_~1U~?! ~_1_2" _ __ -1 

A+ 75 O'- I' O . .'iU ........ ·-------- -----
l---'J\;.;....;..+_1..;,.s_+-_ _ ..... 1:::-. 2'. O.SlJ 

...__A_+_?_~-+---2-·-_....~_· --+------~·.=>U 
1---/\_+_9_0 __ ~._o·_-_1 :_ _ . . . 1.0 

A+~ I~~ MU .... ........... 
A ·l VU 2'- 3' 0.5U 
A1 97 • er .. JO' 4.0 ltcfuml 31 10" 

A.1 l~~ •. ______ o_·.-'1'-· _ _.__--"2 .... 0 __ ~·-- ·- . .••. ______ _ , 

·-· ~±):..:O.:;,.S--1-~1:...'--=2..,..' --+----'Oo.::J""'U:;,.__ 
... ~-+:J9~_._. ___ 2;;;..·_-""'J-'_-1-_ __ o __ .~_u __ _ 

A+t20 o_·--=-1· _ __,.~--4~.o~--.r 

A+ 120 ... •... E'._-_,1:....:4'""• -+----'o""'.~-"u;..._ _ _ 
A-I J35 0'- 1' 9.0 

1--..;..A.:..+-=lJ;..;:;.S_+-----"-12=-·--"""'2""2·--+--~0.~!J-. ... Rcfu):il al 22' 
__ 11_+_1.S_O_t--_o_·_-_ Ur.. _ ___ 11_.0 _ _ _____ R_c_fu!~!'.I Ui' 

A+ l ti!i o·- i · 14.0 

- J\+ l~J .. _,. . .. •'.--: 1· 5.0 

~.:1 J.~.~-- ··--'2=-·--""'~-· --+ ___ o_.s_u _ _ _ +-_ 
J\+ 180 0'- 1' lJK.O 

/\+ 180 l ' - 2' .S.Cl 

~-11~+_1a_o_"T-__ 2_·-_ J_· --r----~ .. o .. 
H-f· 00 <r•. 12· O.l~U 

~----+------+--·-
II-+- oo ll"- 14" u.z~u - -·-.···-- .. 

"" F----Jt_<:_f.-.,-"1-.. -, 1-4-. ---

. J!:t .!~ o·- 1· o .. m 1 
~..J!.!J~. 12'· HI' ... .... O.!iU Refu~al Bl .1.~ · 

>---~~~_}!)_ ff .. I ' 05U 
"1 :;o 1r- t<i" o,:;u H:._~~~:11011 1 r.· 

.... !~;.'_.:t.~···- _ _ o_·-_i_2_·--1----o~.~-u ___ i-- _ .....•. 1.~c:_f••~.~1.- 112· 
JH 60 u~. 12" O.G Refu.<111 "1 12" 

1--_D_+_l._~ ___ o_ .. _-_l~-·-· (15 Rcf11s4IO\\ 12" 

.Ii "l. .?.P. • . . •. . .. c!·.:. .• • . o.s 
»·I 9U tz•. · J ~~ ··- 05U Ttcfunlal is:. ..... . 

1--...;t::...\ ... _· .;..9s;...---~_o.:..·_--=1_· --+---o.:.;·.:...su:o._ _ _ ~· ··- .... .. 
D+ 99 1' - 2' O,.SIJ l---"----+---''--"----+--------..._·---··-· . . . . . -----! 
11·1 91! 2'- 3' 05U -·- ----··- -·· ...... ..:;..-~.....:...--=:....::..--+---------

(I' J' .....•• ---!!:.?-~---+------..,,....,.~--
___ ,u_~:_l_O.L •. ·-· --~ :::.2· o . .<u I 

n+ ins 2·- ::l' o.su ··· ...... r- . 
lH· lln n·- 1· 3.0 ··· ·· ·· 1--- ·----... _.::::-.... -·-· 

_ .!!±...!Y! __ ....... . 1':- 2· n-.:'i.~.. . ___ -_-_-_ __ _ 

ll 1 10.S 

NO"ll:S: Ucsults are rcpollcd on n wc1 weight h:>.~h. 

U = Rc~ult is llclow i11st r111111:n1',; de1cc1iun lin1i1 • 

• ,., /\ iOC)llClr 12~4<}11;\lllilic:d :\IO.ti P~'lll for A~ 45(0"-12' ) 
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Table 1 (continued) 

1UL 19'95 

DRAFT - -~ T hree C Electrical Site 
Asl1lar1d, Massachusetts 

GC'../ECD Screening Results 

D+ 120 2'- 3· OJU 
3.0 .. ~-+ .1~.~ .... ···-···-0-'----=-1· _ __... _ _ ~"----+-------
11.0 f---=ll"-+_1;;.;:3'"-S_,__-"-ll::.."-- .... 1"-6-" - +--_..;;,.;:,,;,,:... _ _ +----~.c:f~m~l_a"'-1 _16_" __ --t 

D+ l SO 0'- 1' 231.0 . 

O.Slt >H J50 J' .. 2' 
--·~------+-------

... _ 
D+ lSO . 2'- J' ···-----i------·-··" ·-- .. Cl.SU 

Il+ lGj 0'- l' - <10.0 
~-----t------·· -~ .. . ... . .... - --

2.5U U+ 165 l'- 2· 
f--~---+------+-------+----·- ..... ---- ---1 

M+ 165 2'- ;· 0.15 
~----+------+------+---·--· . . 

D+ 180 o·- 1· 

D-t- 180 

C:·I <IU 

C+lS 

24•-26' 

12"·· 111' 

er- 10· 

S?.Cl 

~9.(l 

3.0 

o.su 
O.:IU Rcfus.il at 18" 

0.:'itl JlcfllS:\) ~l 10" 

..... -

-·-··-

1--- --_._ _ ____ .;--_ ____ ....,_____ - - --: 

c~ ~o o·. r 0.5U 

c+ 3o ii•- 16' 13.0 .. ··-·--· --
· --~'!.~_ ........ _o_·-_..;;,.1_· --1-- -o_.$_u ............ ------ ----; 

C+ 45 12•- 111• G.O Rcfo&:.I :it 14' 1----- -------t------ - - -·-- _.... . ···--
c+ 6(1 o·- I' 05u 
c+ 1:; o·- G' o.2~u f---'--'--+--- - - --1--- ---1- ··-·· ··-·· . 
C-1· 15 12'· · J:'i" 0.25U 

(>HiO 12•- lo" O . .SU llc{u~31 at Hi' 

C·1 9c1 o·· J • (•-~u 

C'f· ~o 12'- 20" O.:'iU 

C:·I 99 O'· · I ' o.:;tJ ----1-------+------ ------··-·-· 
c:+·99 12·- 2cr o.su RcftU;\l :it 20" 

o·- t' 0.5U 

c:+ 10s 12·- 2_0_· _......._·_··_··_··_ei~_5u_-_-_---+--·-=.~============~~~~-;~ 
C+ 120 O'- l ' O.SU 

C: I 120 J'·· 2' 2.0 . , 
1------+---~-~--·-------........,r------------! 

)--.....;~-;:-. ~-"~..;.:-1---2-~ _ _._-:-~ --+---{)~-~~---+--------. . -.----~~=~·~··I 
~~:~~~ ~:=~:--··· · · .. ·---~:~~·-·· -· . ···- .. -~~·-···-··-·J-·~ 
(>t ISO 0'- l' l.O -· i 
c:+ ISO 1·- 2' - ~:;u-·-- ·:~:;... ... : ............ -·· .. . I 
C+ 1~0 24'"- 26" 0.5U Rcfu;;.J ;il 26" I --c-~-;~-- ·--0-.-_-l·-. --r----0.7$-- - ·------ -··--·.. · · ·1 

--~ l(i~- - . . 1. ":: 2" .• -·- ·- ··" .!J:~~-- ... --~ ~-~--- ~~-: . - ··~· J 
NOTI'S: ncsul1s arc rcporicJ 0 11 ;i w.-.1 wcii;hl b:.osis. 

u - Result i1 below iM trun1~nrn cJclcc1ion limit. 

12:29 No. 006 P. 11 
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Table 1 (continued) 

DRAFT Three C Electr ical Site 
Ashland, Massachusetts 

GC!ECD Scr~ening Results 

C+ 16~ 2"·· 3' OS 

c+ iao u·- 1· 3&.o 
c+ 180 1··· 2· 4.o - ----+---
c + J/!(1 2'- 3' 0.5U 

-----11----

f H cm o·-1· o.su - - -----
.___,_>_+_01_1 ____ 1~:.14'.. ·-+----o_.5_u _ _ -+--

o+ is o·-1· 0.50 

D+ IS u·- w 7.0 l<efu~11l al Hi" 

1)4 30 0'-1' o.su 
IH:IO 1i·-14• o.~u 

--t--------11--- -

D + 45 O'· I' 0.5U 

n .1 115 . 12'-20' O.,U R.:fusul 01120· ----+-- --- ·- - . ·-------1 1------1----·· .. ' 
n+ r.o o·-a· 1.0• ---- ------1-----·- . ····---- - ----
D+ 60 12'·· 15" 0.25U Refuu1l At I .~· . ·- ··-··-------t-----
D+7.S o•- 12• o.1s --!'- ---------·· . "·------ -! 
D + 7:t J2"- J6" osu ~c(u~al aL 16" 

----1-----~ 
ct~ 12• ~-?· ---+-- -----

IH90 1 Z" - 24 '' o.s u r.(11~~1 :IC 25· 

XX-1 911 "1"-J'! 71.0IJ. 

XX·I 911 12"· 24" 26.0il 
--------~·-xx+ SIU 2'1"-:16_0 

_ __ -"-11'-0_.0_r! __ ..__ 

1-x_x_+___,1._o.s--1 __ s·-12'. _1._so_.o_r._: --+----n:.f~~~~!11. 1.2: _ 
_ x_·x,_.1_1_20_+-_s_·_- _1"'-i._· --+---6.0 

xx+ 120 n·-24· o.s - ----+---- ------------·-·· ... ···-
XX·•· 120 2•1"-:ir,• 0.2.~lJ 

XX ·I B!I ~· · 12• 9.0 . . . ....... - --- - --- - - ----· ... - . . ·· ·····----------1 
ll.' -24' <l.251J 

24"-J6" 0.2:iU 

9"- 12' ).~ 

XX+ 13~ 

XX+ 135 

XX + 150 

XX-t 150 

XX+ 150 

- - --+-----------····-· ... ..... . 
12"- 24' 0.251J .. ·-····--------! 
2.;•-36· 0.2.S l J 

YY + !lo r - 12' 
~--··-- -----···· 

YY·I 90 12"-24" 

NOTJ;S: Results "H' r~porh:J on ;i wet weii:ht b:1.~I~. 

U •· llc.~ult is hc\ow I 11~1 f11111c11t's .1e1t.clio11 limit. 

J == I!.stima1,,LI rr:s111t is less thnn 1lle qu11ntiu1tion limit. 

c - l::stimc•cd result. cxo;cdius the c3lil,r:.1j..,, r!"'l:'"· 

... l\rod1lor 12~4 qu:u11ific<l :It 1.0 ppm for l)+ 61l co·-1\·) & 

Ar.-.r.hk,f 1254 c111~111ili1:1l ." 4,f. pp111 fur D-t- !J(I (0"-12). 
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Table 1 (continued) 

DRAFT Three C Electrical Site 
A!;hJand, Massachusetts 

GC/ECD Screening Results 

~.t:~~ ~;: ·: .. ~ .. . ~.-.. <~:::.~~~~t~~ji; &~~g~~:f~~~r .~~~~~~~E~f.1~~~±1·'.:~fu~~~i:~ . 
.. ::.~~.~.TI~.~ ..... pgf.P. ... ~:::::: ~~.!~~r126o ... y ..... y ..... co¥.1':m~is ·:· :~~·:.'. ..._ .. , 

YY+ 105 12"-24' Q.2j,U 

YY+ 1 0.~ 

YY+ 120 

YY+ 120 

24°-3Cl~ 0.2SU 
... -·-··· ·- --- ---il--- - ---------1 

1.6 ........ ----------- - - - -----! 
12"-24' 0.4 

YY ·t 12U 24"· J6" 0.25U ------- -- ··--·--· .. -- ....... --~--------+------------t 

YY+ ll5 r-12· ~.9 ...... _ .... ·- --- ----- - - - - - -----1 
YY+ 135 12'-24" 1.3U 

YY·I 135 24"· 29· 5.0U 

Y'l+ l!iO 8"-12" 

YY·I 150 12'· W' o.~u . l~th1'3l 31 25" 

zz+ !lo 4"- l'-' 
~·-·--- ··- ---.. ···---·-- .. 0.25 U .._ .. _.-.... , ... ·-· ..... ·····- -·-···· -- ··-------~ 

zz+ 90 1z-- 24· 0.25V . . . ..... - ...... ----------~ 
2.Z+ 90 28"-42' o.su llcfu~al ul 42" .. ...... .. .. . ·····-·-··"·---
zz+ 105 a·- 1r 1.3 ..... ·------ -·-----·-....... ·-··--·--·-·"'···· .. ---
ZZ+ JOS 12·- 24· 1J.2m 

'/Y.+ Hl.5 24·- 3~· U. IJ 
. . .. . ·-b••• . .. - · ••••• .. .... ·····-···- .. ·· ···-·-

ZZ+ 120 9·-12· 1.31.l ·- ··--· 
z~+ 120 I 12• •. 24• 0.2SlJ 

ZZ+ 120 I -··-----
24·-Ju· o.~v .. ··- ·-··· ................ ··:·~~_J -----·· j' 

.. .... .. .. .. ··-·---·-·· 
ZZ+ 135 (i'-12" 1.ou 

···-···- i zz+ n:; 12'- 24" o.2:;u 
zz+ 135 I 24"- 34" O.:'iU 

~Z·I Jti .~ w~ · ) 2' o.~u 

~Z'i· 1115 12"-2A' 0.5U 
>------+-.. --···-···-- ·- --- --·- ·-·· ·-·-·- - ··-·-·······-- · - .. - .. -·-

Z'.1.-1 17.5 7"-· 12' ~7.0 

;-'.Z1· J 75 12' -24' ' 3.7'U 
r----•&0 •00 . 

ZZ+ 175 

00! 

002 o·- J' 

IHI'.? l '- 2· - - -· .. . 
0(12 2·-:r . --·--·-··· 
003 o·- 1· 2.0 i-----------+------- · .... _____ , ....... . 
003 1:r-1.s· O.SlJ Refusal :it 18" 

004 o·-1· 3.0 
t-------+-------1~-------···- ·-··- ··-

OCJ4 17.1 -14" o.511 t~r.ru.\ ol 111 J.f' 
t------+------~.---·--·--·· ... 

· '.005 Ir· 12· j 6.0 Hdu~;il ; 11 12" - ---- - - - ---!-- --- -·- - .... _.. .. . 
---:~ .. I .. 1~~1~}~ ... .I .. ·--~-~;-~u_·;~~~--_,_l ____ n_I;'_.,_"'_' ~_1_1_i-___ ....; 

NOIT:S: R esults o.rc. rcporcccl on r. wet wc:li;h• t>~Jh . 

• , . A rochlor 12.54<jlUmtiCict1ut11.Cl ppm fu.r Z2.+ 175 (24"-?.<>' ) 

tJ "' Ucsull ii hcl<11>1 !nsm1n1enl's tletccliun limit. 

12:30 No. 006 P.13 

. 
- ·tr . • 



RTSDR 

·. 

DRAFT 

007 

()(18 

009 

009 

010 

010 

010 

010 

01\ 
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012 

012 
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013 
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Table l (continued) 

1UL 19'9!:> 

Three C E1ectrical Site 
Ashland, Massachusetts 

GC!ECD Screening Results 

1 r- 1~· 

o·-12· 

4•-12· 

. 12'-16' 

4·-10· 

6"-12" 

12•-211· 

H "-28" .. 
4•- 12· 

12"··24' 

4•-1r 

12'-2'1' 

24• -26' 

4•- 12• 

12·· 211• 

o.~u 

1 l 

0.25U 

Cl.2St1 

LOU 

0.25ll 

0.5U 

0.25U 

l.OU 

o.~u 

0.25U 

Cl5tr 

o.:;u 
05U 

0.5U 

RcCw;il 11l !II" 

Rc(vJul nl 12" --- ----··· ··-----i 

UeCusnl a1 16" 

Ro:Cu.,al at Io· 

Rcfusnl at 2~· ---
ltc(u<.."I :\I 2G' 

Refo~:i.I :it 2G" -------i 

ltcru~:11:ic2(i' 

N(rfF~<;: J(esulu src rcporrcd on a \Vl?t wci(:hl ba.~ is. 

U = Rt.sllll is l.Jelow insuumc:nt"s de: 1tc:tlo11 limit. 

1 L : ,)U l'IU • uvv I . ..... 
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013 0 12 011 010 oog ooa 001 006 cos oo.i 003: I 
o., u o.2'° 1.ov 1.ou o.?w 11.0 o.au MU e.o 3,o 2.0 ; ~ 
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ldS • 

75' .. • [!] .(-;Ji -75' 
.76 0.2:.U o.o 0.5~ 
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• : ·~· ro· 
o.e o_,u 
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1.0 
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U N I T E D .. " S=TJAT E S E N V I A 0 N M E N TA L P 'A 0 T E C T I 0 N A G E N C' y::-"·,.····- · 
REGION6 

1445 ROSS AVENUE. SUITE 1200 

DALLAS. TEXAS 75202·2733 

July 3, 1991 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

TO: 

comments ·on the Draft Health Assessment Addendum - Vertac 
Chemical Corporation, Jacksonville, Arkansas 

Allyn M. Davis 
Director 

am~ 
Hazardous Waste Management Division (6H) 

Carl R. Hickam 
Senior Regional Representative 
Agency for Toxic substances and Disease Registry 

The Environmental Protection Agency .· (EPA) appreciates · the 
opportunity to review the Draft Health Assessment Addendum for the 
Vertac Incineration project, dated May 2.2, 1991 • . After ·completing 
our review of the Addendum, we were disturbed that this document 
contains an engineering evaluation of the irtciner~tor and its 
operating systems. EPA has serious concerns over the Agency for 
Toxic Substances and · Disease Registry (ATSDR) performing 
engineering evaluations, which traditionally has been EPA's rol~ 
in the remediation of hazardous waste sites. 

While revising the Addendum to include some of our Health 
Assessment, BPA strongly urges ATSDR to review the results of the 
first trial burn, as well as the results of 102 days of ambient air 
monitoring from the shakedown period and the trial burn. Review 
of the second trial burn plan should also prove valuable in 
clarifying many of the issues raised about the operation of· the 
inci nerator. 

It may also be useful for ATSDR to review the· transcripts from the 
recent District Federal . Court hearing held in Little Rock during 
Ju_ne, c9ncerning the National Toxics Campaign's motion for a 
preliminary injunction on the proposed 2nd trial burn. 
Specifically, we recommend that the testimony of Dr . Gregory 
Holton, a risk exper t who has conducted risk assessments for over 
35 incinerator sites around th~ count ry, and the testimony of 
Dr. Henry F. Simmons, Ph . D. toxicologist and Director of Toxiqology 
at the University of Arkansas Medi~al Science Hospital, be reviewed 
in detail. Ors. Holton and Simmons analyzed the data from the 
first trial burn and the data ·collected during the ambient air 
monitoring program, to assess if there were any significant health 
risks associated with the trial burn and the incineration Qf the 
28 ,000 drums. Th~ir analyses showed that the excess cancer risk 
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from·,.,di"Ox-in ·during the 360 hours for the second tri~l··~bur.n'·wo':ld 
be no more than 1. 1 x 10-9

, a~d no more. than 2. 3 x 10 ·for burning 
the 28, ooo drums over a year long period. Risk ca·lculations were 
also made from the ambient air data collected during the ·first 
trial burn. Using this data a 7. 3 x 10-9 risk of excess cancers was 
calculated. As you know, these risk estimate~. are ·far lower than 
the 1 x 10·4 to 1 x 10-6 risk range considered acceptable with 
Federal Regulations. 

In summary, EPA recommends that the Draft Health Assessment 
Addendum be revised to reflect our . concerns.. ~pee if ic~lly, the 
Addendum should more appi;opriately reflect the potential for heal th 
effects on the nearby community based on actua·l emissions data 
generated from the facility, rather than simpl y be an evaiuation 
of the design of the incinerator and its operational systems. Even 
so, we offe·r the following comments on the Addendum as it is 
currently writte.!l ~ · ·· 

EPA agrees th.at a meeting between ATSDR and EPA would be benef_icial 
before t~e Addendum to the Vertac Health Assessment is finalized . 
My· staff will be contacting you shor~ly to set up a mutually 
acceptable time. If you have any questions or comments, . please do 
not hesitate to contact , me or Rick Ehrhart of my staff at 655-
6582. 

Attachments 

cc: Mr. Harvey w. Rogers 
ATSDR, Atlanta GA 
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EPA comments on ATSDR Draft Health Assessment 
Addendum for Vertac Site., dated May 22, 1991 

J. . Page ·5, Par,agr~ph 3; 

comment: Incinerator burning efficiency data has not been 
presented for ATSOR review. 

Response: The results of the f irst trial burn have become 
final .. since ATSDR requested alid reviewed' information for the 
development of this addendum. The data presented in the trial 
burn report should allow ATSDR to more fully characterize the 
burning efficiency of th¢ incinerator. Strip logs were also 
recorded during the inci·nerat,ion for Continuous Emissions 
Monitoring {CEM} parameters. These operational logs are 
available and should ·be useful in evaluating the operating 
effic~ency of .the incinerator. 

2. Page · ?, Paragraph l; 

Comment: Combustion efficiency is generally considered a 
conservative indicator of waste destruction efficiency. As 
carbon monoxide increases and carbon dioxide decreases, 
combustion. efficiency decr~ases. However, a decrease in 
combustion eff ici~ncy is not always accompanied by a rise in 
emissions of unburned hydrocarbons. · Therefore, measuring 
total hydrocarbons in the stack may be beneficial in assessing 
combustion efficiency. 

Response: EPA agrees that monitoring CO in the stack gas is 
a much m~re conservative and sensitive estimate of combusti on 
efficiency than t~at of measuring unburned hydroca~bons •. 
While CO will continue to be used to mqnitor combustion 
efficiency, the Vertac· Site Contrac tors (VSC) have decided to 
also monitor total hydroc~rQons in the stack. Typically, co 
·control levels · for incinerators (i.e., the level at which 
automatic waste feed shut offs (AWFSOs) occur) are. set at 
around 100 ppm. The Arkansas Department of Pollution Cont.rel 
and Ecology (ADPC&E) and VSC have set this parameter for the 
Vertac incinerator at 50 ppm to further assure that complete 
combustfon is. occurring. Operational data from the 
incinerator shows that the average co level in the stack 
gasses is around 10 ppm, or less. 

3. Page 7, Paragr~ph 2; 

-Comment: ,The· ATSDR will be interested in the results of the7T:~;o· 
trial burns conducted for the Vertac incinerator. As ATSDR 
understands, the first trial burn was not successful due to 
unforeseen waste feed difficulties, and sample and analysis 
qua lity assurance problems. Neither of these difficulties 
indicate poor combustion system performance; however, they 



preclude reliable calculation 1 ".'"~'qf· destruction removal 
efficiency (DRE). 

Response: · ATSDR is.! ~el<;ome ~6 ·review the results of the fi.rst 
trial burn and also the second trial burn plan. These reports 
document the changes- that have been made to the incinerator 
waste feed system as well. as the quality assurance proced~res 
for data collection. The final results of the first trial 
burn, which were not available a t the time of the · ATSDR 
r.eview, showed that a six-nines DRE was achieved for dioxin 
for two out of three runs. The DRE for dioxin for the third 
run was inconclusive due to problems with analytical 
procedures. The state and EPA beiieve that six-nines were 
achieved · for all three runs. However, a · second trial burn 
will be necessary for val.idation. 

4. Page 9, Paragraph 2~ 

Comm.ent: Throug~ actual trial burn experience and research, 
the EPA has concluded that when the required Principal Organic 
Hazardous · Constituents (POHC) · DREs are met, the concurrent 
emission . of Products qf Incomplete Combustion (PICs) are at 
levels so low ~s to not present a public health. hazard. 
Although the ATSDR has not seen any data ~hat would contradict 
this conclusion, it should be noted that the data base leading 
to this conclusion is limited. ATSDR recommends that PIC da:ta 
associated with trial burns continue to be compiled and 
examined with respect to potential human health effects so 
that additional confidence can be established . 

Response: EPA recommends that ATSDR review the PIC emissions 
data from the first trial burn of this incinerator as well as 
th~ results of the upcoming second trial . . burn. Ten potential 
PI(::s were - ~na-lyzed in the stack gass~s during the first trial 
burn, all were found to be below the detectiqn limit. 

5. Page 11, Paragraph 2; 

Comment: ATSDR is aware that some hazardous waste incinerator 
operators also continuou~ly monitor unburned hydrocarbons in 
a CEM system and link the resu],ts to AWFSO systems . ATSDR 
·could not. find this provision in the Ver.tac stack monitoring . 
description. 

Response: co is considered to be a much more conservative 
estimate qf P:estruction efficiency than unburned hydrocarbons. 
T~erefore, AWFSOs have and will continue to b~ triggered by 
co l evels, rather than the .less sensitive parameter,- unburned 

'nydrocarbons. .However, the Vertac site Contractors:1have added 
CE~ for unburned hydrocarbons in the stack gasses. This was 
done sometime after t he first .trial burn. CEM of unburned 
.hydrocarbons will occ1,1r · during the second trial· burn anc;l 
continuously thereafter·, when burning ·waste. 
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6. . Page l ·l, Paragr~ph :-2-:- ~- -- ·-- ·· 

comment: It may intuitively s eem preferable to rely on the 
more · conservative .indicator of performance such as co, 
however, such an indicator can trigger-AWFSO systems more than 
necessary~ which in turn could disrupt optimal incineration 
efficiency. Such disruptions may ultimately result in 
increased .total mass emissions of pollutants to the air. 

Response: The implication that incre~se~ £ugitive e~issions 
are l ikely to occur, due to a large .number of AWFSOs related 
to th.e co i,nterlock system is unfounded. When an AWFSO occurs 
at the Vertac incinerate~, depending upon the specific~ that 
trigger the cutoff, the temperature is maintained in t~e kiln 
and secondary combustion chamber, POHCs are still Qeing burned 
in the kiln and in the seconda:t:Y chamber, and no gasses leave 
the system before they have been burned. Furthermore, to date 
there have been no significant operational problems associated 
with high co levels and AWFSOs at the Vertac incinerator. 

7. Page 12, Paragraph 2; 

Comment: 2,4,5-Trichlorobenzene is list~d in the documents 
reviewed QY ATSDR. There is no sµch isomer. Perhaps 2,4,5-
Tr~chlorophenol is the isomer intended. 

Respons e: That .i s . correct. 2, 4, 5-Trichlorobenzene is a 
typographical error, and 2 ,4,5-Trichlorophenol was meant. 

8. Page 13, Paragraph 3 ; 

comment: The ambient air samplers should monitor for 
compounds related to both stack emissions and fugitive 
emissions that could result from materials handling, including 
drum handling operations. 

' Response: The list of compounds measured under the ambient 
air monitoring program was developed to monitor for both stack 
emissions and fugitive emissions related to materials 
handling. The program requires monitoring for dioxins, 
herbicides, semi-vol4tiles, and particulates. 

To summarize the air monitoring program, Phase 1 air 
monitoring was conducted from April 23, 199 0 to May 14, 1990, 
in seven three-day sampling pe riods. The purpose was to 
evaluate the ba~kground. _ air qual ity. 

Phase 2 of the ambient air monitoring program was implemented 
during the trial burn field operat;ions·'l:1etween August 30, 1990 
and December 10, 1990. Monitoring was conducted for 10'2 
calendar days, consisting of 34, three-day, sampling periods. 
Six sampling stations were utilized to monitor for dioxins, 
herbicides, semi-volatiles and particulate~. At no time 
during the .102 days of monitoring were any of the action 



levels .. exceeded for any of :the se'iected parameters. 

For Phase 3, of the program, EPA will conduct a minimum of 42 
days of 'monitoring during the com.lllencement of the production 
burn. Additiof'.lal monitoring will be contingent · upon the 
results of the initial monitoring. 

9. Page 13, Paragraph 4; 

comment: When reviewing the overall stack and ambient air 
monitoring system, several observations can be made. First, 
the CEM s.tack monitoring provisions are the only continuous 
real time monitoring indicators that could be used ·. for 
detect~ng incineration process upsets, which, in turn, could 
result in possible imminent exposure to nearby residents. In 
addition, fug,i.tive air .releases from materials handling would 
not be indicated by the CEM provisions; and may or may not be 
detected by the ambient air samplers, depending upon 
meteorol ogic conditions and .sample coll~ction averaging 
effects. 

Response: The purpose of conducting anit?ient air monitoring 
is to .ensure that the incinerator is operating such that the 
health and safety of the nearby residents is protected. Very 
conservative, · acceptable levels for long-term residential 
exposure wer~ developed in conjunction with ATSDR. Because 
the concentrations of the materials being monitored for, are 
so low, three ~ays of · continuous sample collection are 
required to exceed instrumentation detection limits. Because 
the action levels are based on long-term exposure, a three
day sampling period provides the information necessary to 
ensure that safe air quality is maintained. As yet, all the 
data . show that ambient air concentrations are far belqw any 
health concern levels, and there are no indications that the 
operation of the i ncinerator or the materials handling 
operations are causing health-related risks to the nearby 
residents. 

10. Page 18, Paragraph 2; 

comment: The use of co as a CEM indicator of performance, 
which is required by RCRA, may result in more tripping of 
AWFSO devices than would otherwise be necessary. It might be 
feasibl e to conc~rrently monitor unburned total hydrocarbon 
emissions to ref i11e the need for AWFSOs. Frequent and/or 
unnecessary triggering of AWFSO could result in ultimate 
increases in total systems emis~ions. 

,,.. 
Response: An AWFSO does :-;not· mean that there are fugitive 

. emission~ being .released from the incinerator. co is a more 
sensitive indicator of combustion efficiency and, therefore, 
will continue to be the t~igger for AWFSOs. To date, excess 
triggering of the AWFSO system has not been q problem at the 
Vertac incinerator. 
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11. Page 19, Paragraph 1; 

Comment: There is concern regarding the possibility for a 
significant release of volatile materials on-site during waste 
and drum handling operations. Since the ambient air samplers 
have a delayed analytic response, it is not clear how such a 
release would be detected or characterized in a timely manner. 

Response: All reasonable precautions have been implemented 
to reduce the possibilities of fugitive volatile emissions 
from spills and from the mishandling of drums during their 
transport to the incinerator. Because of the double and 
triple overpacks used on these drums and the relatively few 
drwns that are moved at any given time, the chance for a 
significant offsite release is extremely small. In addition, 
any spill would be detected by site workers and would result 
in immediate cleanup procedures. Details of the actions to 
be taken in the event of a spill can be found in the Health 
and Safety Plan, dated November 30, 1990 • 

...... 
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MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Request for ATSOR Review of Vertac Onsite 
Operahle Unit 1 Proposed Remedy 

FROM: Sam Becker , Chief ~-r
Superfund Enforcement Branch, 6H-E 

TO: Carl Hickam 
ATSDR Region 6 Representative 

Attached please find the EPA Region 6 proposed plan t o remedy onsite operahle 
unit 1 of the Vertac Superfund si te , which is located in Jacksonville, Arkansas. 

As we di scussed today , th i s is the formal request for ATSOR to perform an 
expedited review, for protection of puhlic health, of the proposed remedy . 

Because the Region is expectin g to propose a remedy to the puh l i c in mid -April 
and select a final remedy in mid-June , 1991, an expedited review hy ATSDR 
would be greatly appreciated . 

As we discussed, the Region will he happy to present the proposed remedy and 
supporting in formation, to ATSDR at any location, he it in Dallas, Atlanta, or 
at the site itself . Given the schedule for sel ecting a remedy, it is suggested 
that the Region meet with ATSDR sometime hefore April 15, 1991. 

Please contact me with regard to setting up a meeting time. Of course, if you 
or your staff have any questions at all , please contact me or the project 
manager, M. S. Ramesh , at (214) 655-6582 . 



PROPOSED PLAN OF AC'fION 
Vertac Superfund Site 
Jacksonville , Arka nsas 

Ma rch 1991 

l!:PA 7\NNOUNCES PROPOSED PLAN 

Th is Proposed Plan ide ntifies t11e preferred opt ion for addressing 

the ons i te contamination problems at the Vertac site. In addition , 

the Plan includes sUJ1unaries of other alternatives analyzed for this 

site . TJ1 is document is i ssued by the En vi ronmen tal Protect ion 

Agency (EPA) , the lead agency fo r site ac tivities . EPA wi ll select 

a final remedy for the Vertac onsite area only a fter the 

information submitted during the comment period has been reviewed 

~ a nd considered during t l1e dec i s ion- making process . 

EPA is issuing this Proposed Plan as part of its public 

participation responsi biliti e s under the Superfund law [Sec tion 

l l7 (a) o f the Comprehensive Envirorunental Response, Compensation 

and Liability Act (CERCLA) as ame nded in 198& .] (Wo rds in bold are 

fu r ther defined in t he Glossary.) Th is docwnent swrunari zes the 

in for mation t ha t can be found in greater deta i l in the Vertac Site 

Remedial I nvestigation and Focused Feasibility Study f or Operable 

Unit 1n report and other documents in the Administrative Record for 

the Vertac s ite . EPA e ncourages the public to revi ew these 

docwnents in order to gai n a more comprehensive understanding of 

the si t e and Superfund activities that have been conducted . The 

Administrative Record js available at the EPA office in Dallas and 
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t he following locations: 

City Hall 
J acksonville, Ar kansas 

Arkansas Department of Pollution 
Control & Ecology (ADPC&E) 
8001 National Drive 
Little Rock, Arkansas 

The public is invited t o comment on t he remedial alte r natives 

described in the Rem€dial Invest igation/Focused Feasibility Study 

f. or vertac Onsite Operable uni t #1, the Proposed Plan of Act ion and 

the Administrative Record . The public c onunent period begins on 

and ends 

During t he public c omment period, written comments may be s ubmitted 

to: 

Ver ne McFarland 
community Relations coordinator 
U. S . EPA, Reg ion 6 (6H-MC) 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas , TX 752 02-27 33 

An open house is schedule d for at t he 

, Jacksonvi lle, Arkansas. 

Come b y between p.m. and p . m. to informally discuss the 

Proposed Plan and othe r a ltern n.t ives with EPA off icials. 

Additionally , oral comments will be accepted a t a public meeting 

on at 
1
p .m. at the 

Jacksonville, Arkansa s. EPA will respond to all c omments in a 

docwnent c alle d a Responsi veness Summary. The Responsiveness 

Sununary wi l l be s ent t o all thos e who comment in writing or at the 

public meeting and will be attached to the Record of Decision. I t 

will also be made available to t l1e public in the information 

reposi t ories. The Record of Decision explains the final remedy 
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selected to correct contamination problems and to protect the 

public's health at a Superfund site. The f inal remedy could be 

different from the preferred alternative, described herein , 

depending upon new information EPA may cqnsider as a result o f 
I 

public comments. 

INTRODUCTION 

In July 1989, Hercules Incorporated , a Potentially Responsible 

Party (PRP), signed an Administrative Order on Consent with EPA to 

conduct a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) of 

tl1e manufacturing areas { onsi tel of the Vertac plant. The RI/FS, 

whicl1 is being conducted in two phases (or operab l e uni ts) , focuses 

on the central p rocess area and areas iuunediately adjacent to it. 

The central process area was the main location for the rnanuf acture 

of herbicides during the plant was in operation. 

The first phase (Operable Unit #1) addresses above-ground media, 

such as buildings and other structures, chemical process and 

storage tanks, equipment and instrwnents , leftover chemicals, 

process wastes, etc. in tanks, drums and plastic bags, and 

contaminated soils removed from resident ial yards and a drainage 

ditch. The second phas e (Operable Unit 1f2} addresses onsite 

soils, underground storage t anks and utility conduits, and 

groundwater. Hercules has contracted with Roy F. Weston, I nc., a 

consulting engineering company, to conduct the RI/FS under EPA 

oversight. The fi r s t phase of the RI/FS was completed in March 
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1991. 

Based on the findings of the Operable Unit 11:1 RI/FS, EPA has 

proposed a plan of action to correct onsite contamination problems 

to protect the public's health at the Vertac site. These actions 

irrclude onsite incineration of leftover chemicals in the process 

and storage tanks , spent (used) activated carbon stored in bulk 

storage tanks and drums, containerized materials such as discarded 

plant personnel clothing , drainage ditch sediments, remedial 

investigation wastes, oily leachate from the onsite trench drain 

system, etc . , soils brought onsite from offsite removal action and 
I ' 

now stored onsite in plastic bags, plant trash and pallets which 

have been shredded and stored in plastic bags , and transformer 

oils, and ons i te consolidation of debris from demolishing the 

buildings and equipment in an above- ground double- lined vault. The 

Proposed Plan of Action was determined following a comprehensive 

evaluation of several remedial alternatives. The remedial 

alternatives considered are described in detail in the Remedial 

Investigation and Focused Feasibility Study report for Operable 

Unit *l· This Proposed Plan of Action summarizes the preferred 

alternative as well as other remedial alternatives which are 

considered in the Feasibility Study report. 

HISTORY OF THE VERTAC SITE 

The first facilities on the Site (see F1gure l f or the plant's 

location) were constructed by the U. S. Government in the 1930s and 
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1940s. These facilities were part of a munitions complex that 

extended beyond the present site boundaries. Little is known about 

government operations ' that occurred on land that is now part of 

the Site. In 1948, the Reasor-Hill company purchased the property 

and converted the operations to manufacture insecticides such as 

DDT , aldrin, dieldrin, and toxaphene. During the 1950s, Reasor-

Hill manufactured herbic ides such as 2, 4-dichlorophenoxyacetic acid 
I I 

{2,4-D), 2,4,5-trichlorophenoxyacetic acid (2,4,5,-T), and 2 ,4, 5-

trichlorophenoxypropionic acid (2,4,5,-TP}, which is also called 

Silvex . Drums of organic mater ial were stacked in an open field 

inunediately sout hwest of t he production area, and untreated process 

water was disc11arged from the western end of t he plant to Rocky 

~ Branch Creek. 

Hercules Powder Company purchased the Reasor-Hil l property and 

plant· in 1961 and continued to manufact ure and formulate 

herbfcides. 'rhe drwns that were in the open area southwest of the 

central process area were buried in what is now referred to as the 

Reasor-Hill landfill. F r om 1964 to 1968, Hercules produced all of 

the herbicide Agent Orange, a 2,4 ,5-T/2,4-D mixture, that the U. S . 

Goverrunent demanded it produce. Hercules discontinued operations 

at the Site in 1971 . 

From 1971 to 1976, Hercules leased the plant site to Transvaal, 

Inc. (Transvaal) , a predecessol~ company of vertac . Transvaal 

resumed production of 2,4-D and intermittently produced 2,4,5- T . 
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Organic materials from these manufacturing processes were stored 

and then buried onsite in what is now referred to as the North 

landfi 11. Transvaal purchased the property and plant f rom Hercules 

in 1976. I n 1978, Transvaal underwent a Chapter XI bankruptcy 

reorganization and ownership of the Site was transferred from 

Transvaal to the new company, Vertac Chemical Corporation, which 

is the present owner. Vertac operated the plant until 1986. On 

31 January 1987, Vertac abandoned the Site. The U.S. EPA. and 

Hercules took over management of the Site. This management has 

included the maintenance and overpacking of nearly 29,000 drums of 

organic material by U.S. EPA.. Hercules has maintained treatment 

of groundwater collected in french drains , which were constructed 

downgradient of the landfills, and surface water runoff collected 

i n ditches that drain to sumps. 

Currently, there are no manufacturing ~perations at the Site. At 

the t ime operations were shut down, Vertac "mothballed" the plant. 

Mothballing involved flushing process lines and draining many of 

the process vessels. Continuing activities at t he site include 
I 

operation of the water treatment plant by Hercules. The water 

treatment plant treats surface water runoff and groundwater by 

phase-separation fol lowed by adsorption through granular activated 

carbon. A series of drainage ditches and sumps, which surround the 

central process area, collects surface runoff and pumps it to the 

water treatment p lan . A french drain sys t em that runs along t he 

western and southern sides of the burial and process areas is 
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designed to intercept groundwater downgradient of the l andfills and 

transport the groundwater t o the water treatment plant. The 

treated 8ff lt:.Gnt is di~har,ged to the Jacksonville West Wastewater 

Treatment Plant. 

The Vertac site was added to t he National Priorities List (NPL) of 

haza r dous waste si t es in 1982. Once the s ite was placed on the 

NPL, money available from the Comprehens i ve Envi ronment al Response , 

"b Compensation, and Liabi l ity Act o f 1980, commonly called Superfund, 

c oul d be used to study the problems at Vert~c and f ind ways to 

correct them to protect the public health and t he environment . 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBI LITY STUDY 

The Vertac onsite investigation a rea is shown in Figure 2. Under 

the terms of an AOC, Hercul es began Operab l e Uni t ~ l i nves tigation 

in J uly 1989 and c ompleted the RI/FS in February 1991. The purpose 

of t he investigation was to characterize the probable nature and 

ext ent of 2 , 3 ,7,8- t etrachlorodib enzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7, 8- TCDD ) 

distribution and other selected substances related to manufactu re 

of phenoxy herbicides in the following above-ground materials and 

equipment: 

o con t ents and r e sidue s that are left over in pr oc ess vessels . 

o Mi s c ellaneous container i zed materials that are currently 

stored onsite , includi ng s pent carbon , frencll drai n oi ly 

leachate, p lant t r ash , pallets, containerized so i l s, and other 
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containerized disposables . 

I 
10 

o Process and administrative bu ildings and structures . 

o Process equipment (i . e. , vessels, reactors, piping, and 

0 

pumps). 

Material s used to construct, add to, and maintain the chemical 

processing units and build ings (i . e., asbestos s i ding and 

insulation, and polychlorinated biphonyls (pcbs) in electrical 

equipment) . 

Operable Unit :!fl media was analyzed for several physical and 

chemic al parameters. 2,3,7,8-TCDD, 2,4-D, 2,4,5-T, chlorophenols, 

toluene, and asbestos were among the contaminants detected in the 

media. 

'l'he concept for t he Focused Feasibility f or Operable Unit it l was 

based on the clear need for timel y a c tion and the need for an 

expedited, long-term remedy using proven technolog i es . The purpose 

of the Focused Feasibility Study was to determine which of the 

onsite media could be incinerated and which could be consolidated. 

The decision to focus on inc i neration as the primary r.emedial 

t echnology for materials contained in vessels and drwns was based 

on the regulatory restrictions imposed on disposal of F-l isted 

materials and the ability to burn selected materials in Operable 

Uni t #1 using t he incinerator currently being used onsi te for 

incinerating the 29 , CO O- plus dnuns . 



11 

SCOPE AND RQLE OF OPERABLE UNIT 

The problems at the Vertac superfund site are complex and therefore 

the site remediation can be accomplished most e f ficiently in five 

parts or operable units . These· are: 

0 Operable Unit One : ADPC&E issued an order in 1979 that 

required Vertac , Inc . t o improve their hazardous waste 

practices, and in 1980 EPA and ADPC&E jointly filed suit in 

federal district court against Vertac , Inc. and Hercules , Inc . 

A Consent Decree entered into by EPA, ADPC&E, vertac and 

Hercules in January 1982 required an independent consultant 

to asses s the conditions of onsite wastes and to develop a 

proposed d isposal method for the waste.:>. The proposal, called 

the 11 Vertac Remedy," was deemed by EPA to be unsatisfactory 

and EPA returned to court in early 1984 for a reso.lution. The 

court decided in favor o f the proposed remedy, which was 

i mplemented in the swruner of 1984 and completed in July 1986 . 

As part of the remedy, the Vertac plant cooling water pond and 

the equalizat i on basin were closed and sediments from t hese 

units were removed and placed into an excavated area where 

earlier operators had buried drums of waste . The burial area 

was capped and a French drain and leachate collection system 

were installed around the burial areas. Ground water 

monjt:.oring we ll s were also installed and a ground wat er 

monitoring program was i n it iatecl. The r e medy did not address: 
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a) drums of sti ll bottom wastes from the manufacturing process 

stored onsite or 2) contamfnated 'process equipment, surface 

soils, and buildings. 

o Operable Unit Two: In 1989 , ADPC&E signed a contract to have 

0 

0 

0 

the 29 ,ooo p lus barrels of waste incinerated onsite. The 

State used funds from a trust fund that was established when 

Vertac went bankrupt. Incineration of these wastes began in 

Fall 1990. 

Operable Unit Three: A Remedial Investigation/Feasibility 

Study was completed in June 1990 for the Vertac off- site areas 

contaminated with 2,3,7 , 8-TCDD. Off-site areas include the 

Rocky Branch creek and Bayou Meto F l ood Plain and stream 

sediments, sewer lines, old (abandoned) sewage treatment 

plant, and the West Wastewater Treatment Plant. EPA selected 

a remedy and signed a Record of Dec i sion in September 1990. 

Operable Unit Four: This phase addresses the above-ground 

features at the Vertac site (onsite Operable Unit *l) . 

Operable Unit Five: This phase addresses the soils, 

underground storage tanks and conduits , and groundwater at the 

Vertac site (onsite Operable unit *2). 
' I 

The RI/FS for this 

phase is scheduled for completion in the spring of 1992. 
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Thi s proposed plan address e s Operable Unit Four (ons i te OU #1}. 

The remedial investigation findings indicated t hat the tank 

content-s , sp~nt c arbon, cont a i nerized materials ~such as o i1.y 

leachate), bagged soils , shredded trash and pallets, transformer 

oils {PCBs}, and asbestos in building and process equipment and 

piping insulation, if a llowed to enter the environment would be a 

principa l threat to human health and the environment. The remedial 

objectives for these media are t9 prevent future exposur e through 

treatment and/or permanent containment. 

S~Y OF SITE RI SKS · 

A ·risk assessment is a s c ientifi c procedure which uses fact s and 

assumptions to est imate t he potential for adverse effects on human 

health f rom exposur e to chemicals. Risk i s determined by 

evaluating known chemical exposure limits and actual chemical 

concentrations on site. The actual chemical concentrati ons are 

compared to the exposure t o a known amount of the chemical shown 

to cause harm. The risk potential is expressed in t erms of the 

chance of a disease oc curr i ng. Conservative asswnptions that weigh 

in f a vor o f protecting human health are made in this calculation. 

To prot ect human health , the EPA i s most concerned with the 

probability that exposure to specific c hemica ls may result in 

cancer. 

The national risk of developing some form of cancer from everyday 

sources over a 70- year life span is est imated at three in t e n. 
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Activities such as too much exposure to the sun , occupational 

exposures, or smoking habits contribute to tnis high risk . The 

three in ten probability is the "natural i ncidence" of cancer. To 

protect human heal th , the EPA has set the risk range of one in ten 

thousand to one in one million excess cancer risk as a goal for 

Superfund · sites. These may also be described by scientific 

notation: lx10 ·4 to lxl 0-6
• A risk level of 1 in 1 , 000 ,000 means 

that one additional person out of 1 million people exposed could 

develop cancer as a r~sult of extensive exposure to the remedial 

site. 

The risk assessment begins by evaluating the current site risk, 

also called site base line r i sk, posed to human health by the 

Vertac s ite . For Operable Unit il , chemicals of concern are 

2,3,7,8-TCDD, 2,4- D, 2,4,S-T, chlorophenols, chlorobenzenes, etc. 

Currently there is no guidance for per forming. a base line risk 

assessment for contaminants contained in tanks, drums , plas ti c 

bags, etc. However, a scenario where shredded t r ash/pallets would 

burn and r e lease smoke was developed to est i mate r isk. 

Trash/pal l ets was chosen because this media is combustible and has 
l 

a high 2,3 ,7, 8-TCDD concentration. It was assumed that a receptor 

at the plant fence line would inhale smoke fo r a 12-hour period. 

The resultant excess cancer risk due to inhaling 2,3,7,8- TCDD in 

smoke is 1.9 E- 04, which i s above the acceptable range. Similarly, 

other media, such as tank contents , oily l eachate, etc. , can pose 

a high ri sk , if released into the environment . A base line risk 
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assessment for the surface soils and groundwater will be performed 

during Operable Unit #2 RI/FS. 

SUMMA.RY OF ALTERNATI VES 

Five remedial alternatives were deve l oped to provide an appropriate 

range o f options and sufficient information to compare among 

alternatives. The alternatives include: 

o Alternative l! No action. 

0 Alternative 2 : Onsite secure storage with onsite lined 

consolidation/containment unit. 

0 Alternative 3: Offsite incineration with onsite lined 

consolidation/contairunent unit. 

0 Alternative 4: Onsite incineration with onsite lined 

consolidation/containment unit. 

o Alternative 5 : Onsite incineration with offsite disposal. 

Alternative 1 

The no action alternative for Operable Unit 1 media at the Site 

provides a basis for comparing existing site conditions with those 

resulting from implementation of the other proposed alternatives. 

Under the no action alternative, no additional measures would be 

used to remediate contaminant sources . Access to the Site would 

be prohibited only by the existing site fence. Therefore, public 

access would only be passively rest rict ed. No institutional 

controls , facility maintenance, or moni taring would be implemented. 

I mplement)ng no remedial activit i es for the Operabl e unit l media 
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at the Site allows the existing contaminant sources to remain in 

place. The potential for exposure to contaminants is not reduced 

in this alter~ative. 

The Superfund program requires that a no action alternative be 

considered at every site as a basis of comparison when evaluating 

other alternatives. This alternative would not decrease the 

toxicity, mobility, or vo l ume of contaminants or reduce public 

health or environmental risks. Also, this alternative would not 

comply with State and Federal envi rorunental regulations , and 

therefore, would not be favored by EPA. 

Alternative 2 

The onsite secure storage alternative would involve interim storage 

that complies with standards for the more hazardous contents of 

process vessels and drwns onsi te. This storage would be an interim 

remedy that would be used until ~ore cost-~ffective and efficient 

remedial technologies become available. The major components of 

this alternative include: 

o Construction of a storage building {see Figure 3) capable of 

containing the process vessel contents and drummed onsi te 

wastes (spent carbon, trench drain oily leachate, and other 

containerized materials). PCB transformer oils and compacted 

Regina Paint Building drums would also be contained. 

o Construction of a permanent (long-term) aboveground, l ined 

consolidation/containment unit (see Figure 4), and packing of 
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the asbestos-containing materials and the demolition debris 

into the unit. 

Abatement of friable asbestos-containing materials (ACM), 

including pipe insulation and possibly building 

shingles/tiles. 

Emptying the contents of the process vesse ls into compatible 

containers . 

Demolition of the buildings and process equipment in t he 

central process area and the Regina Paint Buil~ing to the 

ground surface, with the exception of the bagged soil storage 

building and the bermed and tarped area containing bagged 

trash and pallets. These latter facilities would continue to 

function as interim storage units. The demolition debris and 

process equip~ent would be put i nto the consolidation/ 

containment unit. The active water treatment plant would not 

be demolished. 

o Periodic inspection of the container storage building and the 

consolidation/containment unit. 

Cost - 20 .7 million dollars 

Time to implement - 2 years 

'rhis a lte rnative does not comply with ARARs, does not reduce 

toxicity , mobility, or volume of wastes, and is an interim remedy. 

Therefore , EPA does not f avor this alternative. 

Alternative 3 

This alternative would i nvolve the transport of those wastes that 
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could not be consolidated onsite to an incinerat or (see Figure 5) 

permittea to treat dioxin-contaminated materials. Those materials 

that could be consolidated would be packed in a lined 

consol i dation/containment unit onsi te. The main components of this 

alternative include: 

o Emptyi ng of process vessels, bulk storage containers, PCB 

transformers, and recontainerizing the contents in containers 

suitable for transport to an offsite facility. 

o Compaction of the metal drums l ocated inside the Regina Paint 

Buildi ng and placement into 85-gallon overpacks. 

o Loading of the above materials as well as · the drwmned 

materials {spent carbon, french drain oily leachate , and other 

con tainerized materi a ls) for transport on semitrailers to an 

offs i t e hazardous waste incineration facility . 

o Construction of a permanent (long-term) above-ground lined 

consol idation/containment unit onsite and packing o f the 

asbestos- containing materials, and demolition debris, into the 

unit . 

o Asbestos abatement of friable asbestos-containing material s, 

including pipe insulation and possibly building 

s hingles/tiles . 

o Demolition of the central process area to the ground surface, 

with the exception of the active wate r treatment plant. The 

Regina Paint Building would also be demo l i shed . 

o Per iodic inspect ion of the consolidation/c ontainment un it. 

o Shredded t r ash and pallets ~nd containeri~ed soils are 
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evaluated as part of both the onsite consolidation/containment and 

t he offsite incinceration t echnologies . 

Option A: The s h redded trash' and pallet s and 

containerized soils would be packed into the 

consolidation/contairunent unit along with the 

demolition d ebris , and any asbestos -containing 

materials. 

Option B: The shredded trash and pallets and 

containerized soils woul d be loaded onto 

semitrailers for transport to an offsite hazardous 

waste incineration facility . 

Option C: The shredded trash and pallets would be 

packed into the consolidation/cont a inment unit and 

the containerized soils would b e loaded onto 

semitrail?rs for transport to an offsite hazardous 

waste incineration facility. 

Cost - Option A - 18.5 million do l lars 

Option B - 30.l million dollars 

Opt ion C - 24.9 million do llars 

Ti me to Implement - 4 years (assuming a commercial permitted 

faci lity is available) 
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So far a commercia l facility has not been permitted for 

incineration of d i oxin wastes. The actual cost for implement i ng 

this remedy could be higher, depending upon the location of the 

facility that could become available. Therefore, EPA does not 

f avor this remedy. 

Alternative 4 

This alternative would involve incineration of some of the more 

hazardous mater i als and consolidation of the other materials in an 

onsite consol idation/contairunent unit . This alternative resembles 

Alternative 3 except that the incineration would be performed 

onsite instead of offsite. Th i s alternat ive would comply with the 

RCRA requi rements for the treatment of the more concentrated 

mate rials (process vessel contents, spent carbon, f rench drain oily 

l e achate, and PCB transformer o ils). The major components of this 

alte rnative are: 

o Onsite incineration of the process vessel content s, spent 
I ' 

carbon, french drain oil leachate , PCB transformer oils, 

s hredde d trash , Regina Paint Bui ld i ng drums (empty) , and other 

containerized mat erials. 

o Asbes tos abatement for friable asbestos-containing materials. 

These materials would include pipe insulation and possibly 

building shingles/tiles. 

o Demolition of the bu i !dings and equ ipment in the central 

.Process area and the Regina Paint Building to the ground 

surfeice. Thi s includes bui l dings, pipi ng, debris, and process 
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equipment , except for the water trea tment plant. 

o Construction of a permanent (long- t erm) above-ground lined 

conso l i dat i on/contairunent unit, and packing of the demolition 

debr i $I and• '. as.~estos-containing mater i als into the unit • 

o De listing of the incinerator residues and packing the solids 

{salts) and ash i nto the consolida tion/contairunent unit. 

0 

0 

Per iodi c inspection of t he consolidation/contairunent unit. 

Shredded trash and pal lets and containerized s oi ls are 

eva luated as part of both the onsi te consolidation/cont ainment 

and incineration technologies . 

Opt i on A: The shredded t rash and pa llets and 

cont ainerized soild would be packed into the 

consolidation/containment unit along with t he 

demolition debr is and asbestos-containing materials. 

Option B: The shredded trash and pal lets and 

containerized soils would be incinerated onsi te 

along with t he other incinerab l e medi a . 

Option C: The s hredded trash and pallets would b e 

packed into the consol i dat ion/containment uni t and 

the containerized soils would be incinerated onsi te. 

Cost - Option A - 1 8.7 million do l lar s 

Option B - 27.6 million do l lar s 

Option c - 23.5 million dollars 

Time to imp lement - 3 years 

Alternative ti - Opt ion I3 i s EP/\ ' s p r efer red alternative because it 
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is protective of pub l ic health and the environment and meets the 

federal environmental resulations that t r ea tment technologies be 

used that permanently reduce the mobility, toxicity, and volume of 

the contaminants to the maximwn extent practicable. 

Al t e rnative 5 

This alternative would involve inc ineration of al l materials 

characte~ized during Operable unit l and disposal of t he delisted 

incinerat i on residues in an offsi t e landfill. This alternative 

offers a permanent remedial solution f or each media, al t hough 

impl ementation and cost of th i s solut ion may be prohibitive. The 

major components of this alternative are: 

o Asbes tos abatement of fr i able asbestos-containing materials. 
I 

These materials would,, include pipe insulation and possibly 

building shingle/tiles . 

o Demo l ition of the bui ldings and equipmen t in the central 

process area and the Regina Paint Bui ldi ng t o the ground 

surface . This i nc l udes buildi ngs, piping , debris, and process 

equipment, except the water treatment p lant . 

0 Onsi te incineration of Operable Unit l materials. Thi s 

includes process vessel contents , french drain oily leachate, 

spent carbon , PCB transformer oils, shredded trash, s hredded 

pallets, Regina Paint Building drums , nonasbestos-containing 

building materials, process equipment, process piping, 

conta i nerized so i lsr other containerized materia l s, and 

c!eb r t s. 
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o De l isting of incinerator residues and disposal of these 

residues in an offsite landfill. 

Cost - 68 . 9 million dollars 

Time to implement - 5 years 

EPA does not favor this alternative because incine ration of 

buildings and equipment is not necessary to protect public health, 

woul d be difficult to implement and not cost effective . 

EXPLANATION OF EVALUATION CRITERIA 

U.S. EPA uses nine criteria, or standards , to evaluate alternatives 

for addressing a hazardous waste site. The remedy ul timately 

selec ted for a site must meet all nine c riteria. 

follows: 

They are as 

1. overall Protection of Public Health and the Environment 

This criterion addresses the way in which a potential remedy would 

reduce, eliminate, or control the risks posed by the site to human 

health and the envirorunent. The methods used to achieve an 

adequate level of protection may be through engineering controls, 

treatment techniques, or other controls such as restrictions on the 

future use of the site. Tota l elimination of risk is often 

impossible to achieve. However, a remedy must minimize risk to 

assure that human health and the environment would be protected. 

2. compliance with ARARs 

Compliance with ARARs, or "applicable or relevant and appropriate 

laws and regulations," assures that a selected remedy will meet al l 
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related fede ral, state , and local requirements. The requirements 

may specify maximum concentrations of chemical s that can remain at 

a site ; design or performance requirements for treatment 

techno logies; and restrictions that may limit potential remedial 

activities at a site because of its location. 

3. Long-Tenn Effectiveness or Permanence 

This criterion addresses the ability of a potential remedy to 

reliab l y protect human hea lth and the environment over time, after 
I 

the remedial goa ls have been accomplished. 

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of contaminants 

This criterion assesses how effective ly a proposed remedy will 

address the contamination problems. Factors considered include the 

~ nat ure of the treatment process; the amount of hazardous materials 

that will be dest royed by the treatment process; how effectively 

the process reduces the toxicity , mobility, or volume of waste; and 

the type c:md quantity of contamination that will remain after 

treatment. 

5. Short-Term Effectiveness 

This criterion addresses the time factor. Technolog ies often 

require several years for implementation. A potential remedy is 

evaluated for the length of time required for implementation and 

the potential impact on 11mnan health and the environment during 

the remediation. 



28 

6. Implementability 

Implementability addresses ; the ease with which a potential remedy 

can be put iT' place. Factors such as availability c,f materials a.id 

serv i ces a r e considered. 

7. Cost 

Costs (including capital cost s required for design and 

construction, and pro j ected long-term maintenance costs) are 

considered and compared to the benefit that will result from 

implementing the remedy. 

8. State Acceptance 

The state has an opportunity to revi ew the FS and Proposed Plan and 

offer comments t o U.S. EPA . A state may agree with, oppose, or 

have no comment on the U.S. EPA preferred alternative. 

9. Community Acceptance 

Dur ing the public comment period, interested persons or 

organizations may comment on the alternatives . U.S. EPA considers 

these comments in making its final selection. The comments are 

addressea in a document called a; responsiveness summary, wllich is 

~art of the Record of Decision for the s ite. 

The nine criteria are ca tegorized i nto thre~ groups: threshold 

criter ia, primary balancing criteria , and modifying cri teria . The 
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threshold criteria must be sat i sfied in order for an alternative 

to be el igible for selection. The primary balancing cri teria are 

~sed t o weigh major tradeoffs among alternatives . The modifying 

criteria are t aken into account after publ ic comment is received 

on the Proposed Plan. 

Threshold Criteria 

o Overall protection of human health and the environment 

o Compliance with ARARs (applicab l e or relevant and appropriate 

requireJ!lents of otller Federal and State environmental 

statutes ) 

Primary Balancing Criteria 

o Long- term effec tiveness and permanence 

o Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume through t reatment 

o Short-term effectiveness 

o Implementab i lity 

o cost 

Modifying Criteria 

o State acceptance 

o Co~unity acceptance 

EYALUA.TIQ~ OF REMEDIAL AL'l'ERNA'rIVES 

The preferred a lte rnative for remed iating the vertac onsite 

O.perilhle Unit ttl media is Al ternative 4-0ption B . Based on the 

c11rrPnt i nformRtion , t his al te rnaLive would appear to provide the 
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best balance among ~~e alternatives with respect to t he criteria 

that. EPA uses to evaluate alternatives. This section describes t he 

performance of the preferred alternat ive against the seven criteria 

(two threshold plus five primary criteria) and discusses how it 

compares to the other alternatives considered. 

Overall Protection. All of the alternatives, with the exception 

of the "no action" alternative, would provide a certain level of 

protection of human health and the environment by eliminating, 

reducing, or controlling risks through treatment, consolidation in 

a containment unit, or long-term storage. Alternative 2 is not 

considered a permanent solution because the materials of most 

concern (such as tank contents, spent carbon, etc.) remain onsite 

untreated. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would p rovide overall 

protectiveness o f human health and the environment to the same 

degree by treatment and/or consol i dation in a containment unit. 

Compliance With Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 

CARARs). Very few ARA.Rs are ap~licable to the media of concern. 

Of those that do apply (such as TSCA requirements for treatment of 

PCBs) , no action would not comp l y with any of them . Alternative 

2 also does not comply with ARARs because TSCA. requirements for 

treatment of PCBs will not be satisfied and onsite stora ge beyond 

one year would be a v iolation of RCRA. Alternatives 3, 4 , and 5 

meet or exceed the ARARs and remec;lial .action goals. 

Long-'T'erm Effectiveness and Permanence. Under the 11 no action" 
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alternative, risk will remain or increase as the plant continues 

to · deterior-ate. I • . 
Secure storage of t he more hazardous wastes in a 

building onsite (Alternat i ve 2) would not be considered a permanent 

solution. Alternative 5 wou l d be considered the most permanent 

remedy wi..:h the lowest residual risk since all cont.aiHinated media 

wou l d be treated by incineration. Alternatives 3 and 4 provide the 

same degree of e ffec tiveness by treatment and consolidation o f 

wastes in a containment unit, and are fully protective of hwnan 

health. 

Reduction of Toxicity , Mobi lity, or Volume of Contaminants Through 

Treat.ment. There is no reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume 

thr ough treatment in Alternatives 1 and 2. Alternatives 3 and 4 

achieve the same degree of reduction of toxicity, mobility, or 

volume through treatment. Alternative 5 provides the greatest 

reductions i n toxicity, mobility; and volwne. 

Short-Term Effectiveness. This criterion is not applicable to 

Alternative l since no action would be taken . Increased risk to 

commun ity , workers, and the environment during the implementation· 

of the remaining alternatives would be the same. 

Implementability. This criterion is not applicable to no action 

alternative. The technologies involved in implementing Alternative 

2 are all proven, and commercially available {i.e., construction, 

demolition , asbestos abatement, e t c. l . so far no commercial 
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facility has been permi t ted to incinerate diox in containi ng wastes 

and therefore , Alternative 3 is not implementable. Alternatives 

4 and 5 are implemen t able , but incinerat ing buildings and process 

equipment (Alternat ive 5 ) would be a very difficult task. 

cost . The total cost for the preferred Alt ernative i s $27. 6 

million . The cost for the a c tion alternatives range from $18.5 

mill i on to $68.9 million. 

State Acceptance. The Arkansas Department of Pol lution Control and 

Ecology has been briefed on the Feasibility Study and the Proposed 

Plan . The State generally provides comments dur i ng the public 

comment period. 

community· Acceptance. Community acceptance of the preferred 

alternative will be evaluated after the publ i c comment per iod ends 

and will be described in t he Record of Decision . 

SUMMARY OF THE PREFERRED ALTER~JATIVE 

The preferred alternative for remediating t he Vertac Onsite 

Operable Unit 11 med i a i s Alternative 4-0ption B, because this 

a lternat i ve i s fully protective of t he human health a nd the 

envi ronment, mee ts or exceeds ARARs, reduces the toxicity, mobi lity 

or volwne of the contaminants by t reatment to t he ma ximum extent 

pract icab le , i s cost effective, and i s implementable. In th i s 

a l. ternat i ve, co ntents of process ves s els, spen t carbon, 

· ;- · ·. 
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containerized materials (i.e., oily leachate), bagged soils, 

shredded trash/pallets, and transformer oi l would be incinerated 

onsite. Buildings and process equipment would be demolished after 

asbestos abatement and consdlidated in the onsite consolidation 

unit. The treatment res idua ls (such as incinerator ash) will be 

delis ted and thus will no longer be subject to RCRA Subtitle C 

hazardous waste regulations. The treatment residuals will be 

managed in accordance with the RCRA Subtitle D (solid waste) 

requirements and/or State so lid waste d i sposal requirements. 

Environmental Indicators . In the preferred remedy approximately 

6300 cubic yards of hazardous waste materials would be treated by 

onsite inc i neration and about 23 ,800 cubic yards of debris 

resulting from demolition of building and equipment would be 

consolidated in an onsite containment unit. 
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PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 
FOIA-EXEMPT 

Q: Can EPA ensure that cap maintenance and security measures be 
maintained in perpetuity? 

A: Under CERCLA, operation and maintenance (0 & M) 
responsibilities, which include maintaining institutional 
controls, generally cease for Fund-financed actions after 
ten years following remedial action completion. See NCP 
Section 300.435(f). However, no such ten-year limitation 
for O & M periods apply to PRP-conducted actions, and EPA 
lacks the authority to prevent a PRP from going bankrupt or 
ceasing . to exist. However, EPA can require a PRP to present 
periodic information concerning its financial well-being, 
which at least would alert EPA of imminent financial 
problems. 

Furthermore, in the instance of the Vertac site, the Vertac 
Receiver has expressed a willingness and desire to impose, 
on a voluntary basis, deed appropriate deed restrictions 
that will run with the land and would ensure that land use 
be restricted to industrial activities and would alert any 
future purchaser of the fact that hazardous substances are 
capped in place. 

Generally, CERCLA's o & M requirements are modelled on 
RCRA's closure requirements found at 40 CFR Subpart G. 
Specifically, 40 CFR § 264.117 directs that post-closure 
requirements apply for a thirty-year period after the date 
of closure completion. 

Qt Is there an inconsistency in the revised approach not to 
treat soils as a principal threat when viewing the site as a 
whole since soils were characterized as the principal threat 
in the original OU 2 proposed plan? 

A: In the initial proposed plan for OU 2, treatment by 
incineration of approximately B grids o~ soil was a 
principal element in driving soil risk to an acceptable 
level. However, because capping beneath one foot of 
compacted soils is the principal element of the supplemental 
proposed plan for ou 2, treatment is not regarded to be 
appropriate or necessary. Therefore, under the revised 
approach, the soils no longer are regarded as posing the 
principal threat at the site as a whole due to the fact that 
treatment is not required to reduce the mobility of the 
dioxin in the soils prior to capping, and because once 
capped, the soils pose a substantially lesser threat than 
other media such as the drummed and tanked wastes. 

Q: Is the cap proposed in the draft OU2 ROD adequate to protect 
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UNITED STATES ENV I RONMENTAL 
REGION 6 

OTECtlON AGENCY 

MAR 2 2 \991 

MEMORANDUM 

\44!> ROSS AVENVE. SUIT£. 1200 

DALLAS. TEXAS 75202-2133 

SUBJECT: R~quest for ATSDR Review of Vertac Ons1te 
Operahle Un1t 1 Proposed Remedy 

FROM: Sam Becker, Chief~~ 
Superfund Enforcement Branch, 6H-E 

TO: Cari Hickam 
ATSOR Region 6 Representative 

Attached please find the EPA Region 6 proposed plan to r edy ons1te operable 
unit. 1 of the Vertac Superfund s1te, which 1s located i n acksonv1l1e, Arkansas. 

As we discussed today, th1s is the forma1 request for A R to perform an 
expedited review, for protect1on of puh11c health, of th proposed remedy. · 

Because the Reg1on 1s expecting to propose a remedy to 
and select a final remedy 1n m~d-June, 1991, an expedit 
would he greatly appreciated. 

1 public 1n mid-April 
rev1ew hy ATSDR 

As !fte discussed, the Reg1 on wil 1 b~ happy to present th roposed· remedy and 
support1ng 1nformat1on, to ATSOR at any location, be 1t i Dallas, Atlanta, or 
at the site itself. Given the schedule for selecting a r medy, it 1s suggested 
that the Re91on meet with ATSDR sometime hefore Apr11 l , 1991. 

Please contact me w1th regard to setting up a meeting t in • Of course, if you 
or your staff have any quest1ons at al1, please contact m or the project 
manager. M. s. Ramesh, at (214) 655-6582. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY 
REGION 6 

1445 ROSS AVENUE. SUITE 1200 

DALLAS. TEXAS 75202·2733 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Sampling in Jacksonvill;,?' Arkansas 

Ragan Broyles, Chief ;{{;..f~ 
Removal/sites Section?ll(y~-ES) 

FROM! 

TO: Betty Williamson, Chief 
superfund Management Branch (6H-M) 

Carl Hickam, Senior Regional Consultant 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease R~gistry 

Per our discussion on July 23, 1990, the Emergency Response 
Branch is making the appropriate arrangements to provide for the 
sampling of six potential sites in the Jacksonville area. The 
sites are: 

1. Murrill Taylor School 
2. Pinewood Elementary School 
3 . Roy Hawks residence 
4. Potential landfill identified on aerial map 
5. Kelly Jones residence (Mayflower, Arkansas. 
6 . construction site by Murrill Taylor School 

The sampling mission will be conducted by our Technical 
Assistance Team (TAT) contractor and is scheduled to begin on 
August 13, 1990. The Kelly Jones residence has been deleted from 
our assessment list since Ms. Jones' attorney has not provided 
you with her address. In addition, our attemp~s to contact Ms. 
Jones have also been unsuccessful. Soil samples previously 
collected by ADPCE from the construction site near Murrill Taylor 
school were not analyzed for dioxins . Therefore, we have 
instructed our contractor to collect samples for dioxin analysis 
from this location. 

Based on conversations between you, me and Garret Bondy, I 
understand the additional assessments of both, Rebel Drive and 
Sewer line, locations will be provided for by the Hazardous Waste 
Management Division. 

If you have any questi ons, please do not hesitate in contacting 
me at 655-2275. 
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UNITED STA TES ENVIRONMENT AL PROTECTION 
REGION 6 , 

December 1, 1995 

Mr. Masoud Arjmandi 

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 
DAU.AS, TX 75202·2733 

Arkansas Department of 
Pollution Control and Ecology 
8001 National Drive 
P.O. Box 8913 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72219-8913 -

.. 

Subject: Request for Comments on the Vertac Superfund Site, 
Operable Unit ROD 

Dear ~.r. Arj mandi: 

Please find enclosed the· Draft Operable Unit 2 Record of 
Decision for the Vertac Superfund Site. We would appreciate 
ADPC&E' s review and comments on the draft ROD as quickly as 
possible. EPA would like to finalize the ROD and _ hold an open 
house in Jacksonville to discuss the Remedy by December 20th. 

i~-
Richard 
Remedial ?-1'.anager 

f 
i 
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C]CTMI• fPIC1'1'l 

Or. McChesney, AR DOH 

Air Sampling at the SIDS Death Residence 
• . J. , .. 

Jacksonville, AR 

Or. McChesney was calling to request EPA assistance in conducting air 
sampling at the former residence o( the couple who's son died. He would 
like indoor air sampling conducted to determine the presence of 
any airborne contaminants . 

He and other health officials, as well as ADPC&E staff, smelled "phenolic odors" 
in the house. 

I told hi m I would contac t air exper ts within EPA and see if we could 
' provide someone to do the sampling. · · 

My ·initial contacts with ESD and Air Branch staff indica ted ·that \1e do not 
have anyone in the regional ~ffice who can do this kind of smap ling . 

I tcild Or. McChesney that I would check , but that in the meanti me, he should 
also seek assistance from the State Industrial Hygenist and OSHA, since they 
have more expertise in this area. Carl Hickum will also check with the 
Dallas NIOSH office to see if t hey can assist us .. 

• 

McKee will check with NEIC and ERT-Edi son and Hickum wi l 1 check with NI SOSH. 
Call back McChesney on Thursday. 

, .. ,Qll...U.TlO-. CO' IU 

TO: Hic~Hannesschlager, Davis, Meachum, Fontenot 

l,J. p.,. 1-"' (7•7J) Al• .. ACU l•A •t .... .,. UtM ... ,, .. MA• el WUO .,_., .. llol•• .. • • l&"Aloll'TID. 
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